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The seventeen national organizations listed belowl/ (the 

"Di.versity and Competition Supporters") respectfully submit these 

Supplemental Comments in response to the Omnibus NPFtM.z/ 

Diversity and Competition Supporters represent the interests of 

the nation's minority media consumers .J/ 

Supplemental Comments is respectfully requested.41 

The 

Consideration of these 

1/ Review of the Commission's Broadcast Ownershiu Rules and 
Ether Rules Adouted Pursuant to Section 202 of the 
Telecommunications Act of 1996 INPRM)., 17 FCC Rcd 18503 (2002) 
( "Omnibus NPRM" . 

2/ The Diversity and Competition Supporters include: 

American Hispanic Owned Radio Association 
Civil Rights Forum on Communications Policy 
League of United Latin American Citizens 
Minority Business Enterprise Legal Defense and Education Fund 
Minority Media and Telecommunications Council 
National Asian American Telecommunications Association 
National Association of Latino Independent Producers 
National Coalition of Hispanic Organizations 
National Council of Churches 
National Council. of La Raza 
National Hispanic Media Coalition 
National Indian Telecommunications Institute 
National Urban League 
Native American Public Telecommunications, Inc. 
PRLDEF-Institute for Puerto Rican Policy 
UNITY: Journalists of Color, Inc. 
Women's Institute for Freedom of the Press 

- 3 /  The views expressed in these Supplemental Comments are the 
institutional views of the Diversity and Competition Supporters, 
and do not necessarily reflect the individual views of each of 
their respective officers, directors, advisors or members. 

- 4 /  
(NABOB) had sought additional time to accommodate scholars and 
expert witnesses who were unavailable during the f a l l  grading 
period and the holidays. 
DA 02-3575 (I-eleased December 23, 2002). Consequently, on 
January 2, 2003, the Diversity and Cornpetition Supporters timely 
filed 147 pages of Comments without material contained herein. 
Inasmuch as this Supplement is filed before the deadline for reply 
comments, leave is respectfully sought for its inclusion in the 
record and its treatment as part of our Comments, nunc uro tunc. 

MMTC and the National Association of Black Owned Broadcasters 

This request was denied by Order, 
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I. Minoritv Media Ownership 

The Omnibus NPRM posed the question of "whether" the 

Commission "should consider such diverse ownership as a goal in 

this proceeding." Id., 17 FCC Rcd at 18521 ¶ 5 0 .  Our Initial 

Comments addressed this question at length. See Initial Comments, 

pp. 7-81 (the issue); pp. 82-141 (proposed solutions). 

To further illuminate the importance of this issue in 

structural ownership policymaking, MMTC commissioned the "Survey 

of Recent Literature on Minority Media Ownership" ("Minority 

Ownership Literature Survey"), Exhibit 1 hereto.51 MMTC also 

secured the statements of four respected authorities on minorities 

and the media.61 These conclusions can be drawn from the recent 

literature and the statements of MMTC's experts.z/ 

- 5 1  Karin L. Stanford and Valerie C. Johnson, "Survey of Recent 
Literature on Minority Media Ownership," Minority Media and 
Telecommunications Council, January, 2003 (Exhibit 1 hereto). The 
curriculum vitae of Dr. Stanford, Dr. Johnson, and our expert 
witnesses (see n. 6 infra) are available upon request. 
- 6/ Our expert witnesses are Dr. Hubert Brown, Assistant 
Professor of Broadcast Journalism, S.I. Newhouse School of Public 
Communications, Syracuse University (Exhibit 3 ) ,  Dr. Jannette L. 
Dates, Dean of the Howard University School of Communications 
(Exhibit 4), Dr. C. Ann Hollifield, Associate Professor and 
Coordinator of the Michael J. Faherty Broadcast Management 
Laboratory in the Department of Telecommunications, Henry W. Grady 
College of Journalism and Mass Communication, University Of 
Georgia (Exhibit 5) and Dr. Philip Napoli, Assistant Professor of 
Communications and Media Management at the Graduate School of 
Business, Fordham University (Exhibit 6 ) .  

- 7/ References to studies annotated in the Minority Ownership 
Literature Survey are given by the name of the lead author and the 
page number within the Minority Ownership Literature Survey on 
which the study is discussed (e.s. "Ryu (1)"). References to the 
expert witness' statements are given by the name of the expert and 
the exhibit number of his or her statement (e.4. "Dates, Ex. 4"). 
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1. Minority commercial broadcast ownership is increasing 
very slowly, without keeping pace with the growth of the 
industry as a whole. Ryu (1) . 

2. Empirical evidence has shown a positive correlation 
between minority ownership and content diversity in the 
media. Ryu (l), Santa Clara University ( 2 ) ,  Ivy 
Planning Group (2), Squires ( 5 ) ,  Jacobs ( 7 ) ,  MTDP (9), 
Wildman (13) (with qualifications), Craft (141, Mason 
(14), Dates (Ex. 4 ) ,  and Napoli (Ex. 6). Media products 
are people-driven, in the sense that the quality of the 
product that the consumer receives is a direct 
reflection of the knowledge, expertise, and talent of 
the individuals who created the product. Thus, the more 
diverse the pool of people putting together the product, 
the higher the quality and the greater diversity of 
content of the product. In that regard, minority 
ownership promotes diversity. Hollifield (Ex. 5); see 

Brown ( E x .  3 ) ,  Dates (Ex. 4) and Napoli (Ex. 6). 

3. Minority media ownership also promotes competition and 
efficiency. Brown (Ex. 3 ) .  Hollifield (Ex. 5). 

4. Most minorities tend to be vastly underincluded in 
television prime time programming, and their portrayals 
tend to embody invidious stereotypes. Mastro ( 3 ) ,  and 
Goodale ( 5 ) .  Minorities are seldom included as sources 
in network newscasts and in public radio. F A I R  ( 7 1 ,  and 
Rendall (8). Homogeneity in television programming is 
driven by the fact that large blocks of viewers with 
similar tastes exert inordinate influence on the supply 
of programs. Wildman (13). 

5. The mass dissemination of stereotypes continues to have 
a profound dialogue on o u r  public space. Racial cues 
and codes, transmitted in the media, may substantially 
influence citizens' political judgments. Such cues not 
only trigger the association between racial perceptions 
and political ideology but in turn prompt individuals to 
become more ideologically distinct in their political 
evaluations. Domke ( 2 ) ,  Dixon (6), and Domke ( 7 ) .  

6 .  Our society is much more multicultural that the industry 
realizes, and misunderstandings arise among those who 
voices are excluded. When certain segments of society 
are invisible or stereotyped in the media, 
discrimination against them tends to be regarded as 
socially acceptable. Dates (Ex. 4). 
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7 .  The paucity of African American writers on prime time 
television dramas 
African American UPN programs) have led to charges of 
discrimination. Frutkin (5). Minorities also continue 
to be underincluded in broadcast newsrooms. Editor & 
Publisher (7). 

(and their clustering on two primarily 

8. Discrimination and its present effects have constrained 
the number of small, women owned and minority owned 
broadcast licensees. Ivy Planning Group (2) and (11). 

9. Lack of access to capital has contributed substantially 
to the low level of minority broadcast ownership. NTIA 
(9). MTDP (9). Braunstein (12), Hollifield (Ex. 5). 

10. Private equity funding for minority broadcast ventures 
is inhibited by several factors, including lack of 
referrals and connections, cultural differences, 
investors' belief that minorities lack experience, and 
marginal proposals accepted when presented by whites but 
not by minorities. Fried (15). One creative strategy 
to increase minority ownership is "equity pooling", 
under which investors combine their funds into a common 
pot, with each investor bidding for the pot, the winner 
being the l o w  bidder. Chinloy (8). 

11. Radio stations that target programming to minority 
listeners are unable to earn as much revenue per 
listener as stations that air general market 
programming. Minority owned radio stations also earn 
less revenue per listener than comparable majority 
broadcasters. 91% of minority radio broadcasters 
surveyed indicated that they had encountered "dictates" 
not to buy advertisements on their radio stations; 
typically, these "dictates" were "no Urban/Spanish" or 
‘trio minority." Ofori (4) . 

12. Media consolidation is increasing rapidly. Compaine 
(17). Consolidation has coincided with hostility toward 
and lack of support for minority ownership. De France 
Washington (17). and Hammond (18). Minorities were 
largely excluded from media ownership until the 1970s. 
Dates (Ex. 4). Since then, FCC structural ownership 
policies have exacerbated minority underinclusion in 
broadcast ownership. MTDP (9), Ivy Planning Group (11), 
Wilson (ll), Ofori (15), Chester (16), and Brown 
(Ex. 3). Overly restrictive FCC f i n a n c i a l  
qualifications standards also impeded minority ownership 
between 1965 and 1981. Braunstein (12). FCC policies 
affecting minority ownership impose quantifiable costs 
on minority communities. Braunstein (12). 
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13. FCC policies promoting minority ownership were flawed 
inasmuch they they created financial incentives for 
nominority owners to sell to minorities, but there were 
no corresponding incentives to keep those stations in 
the minority community or make those stations 
profitable. Wildman (13). 

14. Minority content providers face fewer barriers to entry 
in the Internet and other new media. Napoli (Ex. 6). 
While new technologies offer promise for minorities, 
that promise may not be fulfilled for a number of 
reasons, including adequacy of bandwidth, the digital 
divide, insufficient educational resources and access to 
capital. Ford-Livene (18), and NTIA (19). 
Consolidation in mass-audience media could push 
minorities onto the Internet, where they will likely 
reach a smaller audience. Napoli (Ex. 6). 

11. Media Service to Low Income and Rural Families 

The Omnibus NPRM sought information on: 

whether the level of diversity that the public enjoys varies 
among different demoyraphic or income groups. Although 
access to broadcasting services is available to all 
individuals in a community with the appropriate receiving 
equipment, access to other forms of media typically requires 
the user to incur a recurring charge, generally in the form 
of a subscription fee. Does this or any other differences 
between broadcasting and other media reduce the level of 
diversity that certain demographic or income groups enjoy? 
Does the fact that 86% of American households pay for 
television impact this analysis? What is the extent of any 
disparity in access to diversity, and how should we factor in 
that disparity in our diversity analysis? 81 
The Diversity and Competition Supporters addressed these 

issues in their Initial Comments, pp. 142-145. To further 

illuminate these issues, MMTC commissioned the "Survey of Recent 

Literature on Media Use by Low Income Families" ('Low Income 

Families Literature Survey") , Exhibit 2 hereto.21 These 

- 8 /  Omnibus NPRM, 17 FCC Rcd at 18520 ¶48. 

- 9/ Karin L. Stanford and Valerie C. Johnson, "Survey of Recent 
Literature on Media Use by Low Income Families," Minority Media 
and Telecommunications Council, January, 2003 (Exhibit 2 hereto). 



-6- 

conclusions can be drawn from the recent literature on this 

subject.- 10/ 

1. Traditional media may not be the most appropriate or 
effective information channels for conveying pro-social 
messages to young people and low income people. Collins 
(2). For example, low income people seldom regard 
libraries as among their major sources of information; 
the most common information source is friends and family 
members. Armstrong (3). 

2. The fundamental issue affecting rural access to digital 
technology is the cost associated with longer distances 
from the customer to the switch. NECA (1). High speed 
Internet service may not be sustainable in many rural 
areas. NECA ( 8 ) .  Low income, high cost rural areas are 
being bypassed by service providers. Bowser (3) 

3. The FCC should examine the impact of its media policies 
on journalism in general and civic discourse in 
particular. Chester ( 5 ) .  Many news stories important 
to low income facilities stories about consumer 
fraud) fall victim to broadcasters' susceptibility to 
the pressure of large advertisers. Just (6). Media 
concentration can decrease the amount of news and 
information, to the detriment of those relying on free 
media or minority media. Shiver (61, and Consumers 
Union ( 7 ) .  One author theorizes that the 
interconnectedness of the American people may be 
threatened if the Internet evolves in a manner that 
tends to limit access to competing views on public 
issues. Sunstein (4). 

4. In 2000, the f u l l y  connected constituted 36% of the 
population with an ISP or high speed Internet access at 
home; the partially connected constituted 17% with basic 
Internet or e-mail service at home; the potentially 
connected constituted 21% who had no Internet service 
but do own a computer or have a cellular phone, and the 
disconnected constituted 26% who did not have any 
Internet services and did not have a computer or a cell 
phone. Cooper (1). Low income persons, the elderly and 
minorities were more likely to be among the 
disconnected. Cooper (l), NTIA ( 4 1 ,  Goslee ( 4 ) .  

lo/ References to studies annotated in the Low Income Families 
Literature Survey are given by the name of the lead author and the 
page number within the Low Income Families Literature Survey on 
which the study is discussed (e.a. "NECA (1)"). 
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5. What we refer to as the "digital divide" affecting rural 
and low income households is unlikely to disappear in 
the foreseeable future. Cooper (1). Those not online 
may be cut off from important activities, such as 
business information, advertising and job listings, and 
for interactions with government officials. Cooper (1). 

6. The digital divide is not caused by a failure of those 
without access to appreciate the importance of 
technology; rather, it results from a maldistribution of 
skills and opportunities. Cooper (1). 

Conclusion 

These findings contribute to the framework for Commission 

action to preserve and promote minority ownership, and for the 

avoidance of regulations grounded on a numerical count of media 

voices that includes outlets unavailable to low income and rural 

consumers. 

Respectfully submitted, 

D c M . i d . l 7 f W  

David Honig 
Executive Director 
Minority Media and 

3636 16th Street N.W. 
Suite BG-54 
Washington, D.C. 20010 

dhonig@crosslink.net 

Counsel for Diversity and 
Competition Supporters 

Telecommunications Council 

(202) 332-7005 

January 27, 2003 
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SURVE\’ OF RECENT LITERATURE ON MINORITY MEDLA OWNERSHIP 

Dr. Karin L. Stailford, Prcsidcnt and Research Consultant, Stanford a n d  Associates 
Dr. Valuie C. Johnson, Assistant Professor, University of Tllinois, Chicago 

A. Is minoritv owiiel-ship a i iec~ssarv coal of media ownership rerulation? 

2 .  Does minoritv media ownership promote competition? 

:1. \\ liicli iiict1i:i iiitlristrv o~icl-:itcs morc ct’ficieiirlv: oiie that 
cvcliitlibs miiioritics or niir t l i : i t  iiiclirdcs miiioritirs? 

b. Which media industry competes more effectively arainst other 
media” one that excludes minorities, or one that inclr~tles 
minoritics? 

Ryi i ,  Seurig Kwa i i ,  “Justifyiiig tlic FCC’s Minority Preference Policies,” 
Corri/ririiricn/iorrs n/rd flre Lnw, March 2001, Vol. 23 Issue 1, p. 61. 

‘fliis ai.ticlc invcstigatcs how C O I I ~ I S  have used cmpirical evidence as the rationale for 
their decisions in cases I-cgarding the FCC’s minority broadcasting and equal protection 
Ipolicics. I t  idso explores which standard of review should be more appropriate in 
:ipplying the FCC’s niinoi-ity broadcastiiig and equal protcction policies to enhance 
diversity in  U.S. broadcasting. 

‘l’he study ai-gues that the rcceiit deregulation trend o f  the overall teIeconimunicatio~~s 
industry and the resulting trend toward media consolidation has led to a decline in tlie 
iiiiiiiber of broadcast owners, threatening minority eniploynient opporhlnities and 
diversity in tlie broadcast iiidusti-y. Minority commercial broadcast ownership showed a 
negligible increase of . I % ,  froiu 2.5% in 1997 to 2.9% in 1998, a net gain of fifteen 
stations. It lias not kept pace with the developments within the industry as a whole. 
,Accordin& to tlic author, “minority owncrsliip orconiinercial broadcast statioiis is at a 
Iowcr lcvcl today than i t  was i n  I994 and 1995.” Minority broadcasters ai-e tinding it 
increasingly difficult to compete in the rapidly consolidating broadcast industry. 

In this contcxt, thc aiithor maintains that tlicrc a]-c ample grounds for a colnpellillg 
interest i n  rcinedying the past discrimination to increase diversity in broadcasting in tlie 
United Stales, considering tlic dccrcasing proportiou of minority owned stations and 
~persistcnL ingrained problcnis in portraying and representing viewpoints of minorities in 
thc histoi-ical as \vcII as  socictal co~itcxts. 

The author conclutics that interincdiate scrutiny would bc a inore appropriatc test tlian 
stiuct scrutiny in deciding the constitutionality of the FCC’s minority preference policies. 
I-tiither, coui-ts not only should address historical and societal discrimination, but also 
should not ignore empirical evidence as their rationale, which already lias shown a 
positive correlation between minority ownership and program diversity in broadcasting. 
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3 . Does miiioritv media ownershiD Dromote diversity? 

a. 1s a media industrv that excludes minorities less responsive tn 
commiinitv needs and interests than a media industry that 
includes miriorities? 

b. Is a metlin iiidustry that excludes minorities less likelv to include 
certain viewpoints than a media industry that includes minorities? 

“Diversity ot’ Progranimiiig iii the Broadcast Spectrum: Is There a Link Between 
O\vncr Race or  Ethnicity and Sews and Public Affairs Programming,” Santa Clara 
Uiii\’crsity ;ind University of Missouri, December 1999. 

T l ~ c  iiiii-joi. i i r~l ings  of this report indicate tha t :  minority-owned radio stations were far 
iiiorc likely Lo clioose a pi-ograni format that appeals particularly to a minority audience: 
niiiioi.ily-owncd radio stations wcrc niorc likcly to provide news and public affairs 
p r o ~ r ~ i i n n ~ i n g  on cvcnts or issues of particular concern to minorities; minority-owned 
i.adio stations report greatcr racial divcrsity of on-air talent; and of radio stations that 
rcported tailoring national news stories to the local community, minority-owned stations 
WL-C far ii1oi.e likely to tailor the story to minority community concei-lis. 

“Market  Entry  Barriers, Discrimination and Changes in Broadcast and Wireless 
J,icensing: 1950 to Prcseiit,” Ivy Planning Group LLC, Rockville, Maryland, 
Dcceinbci. 2000. 

The s t d y  reports that niinoi-ity-owned businesses are more integrated into, aligned with, 
and i.espoiisive to thc local cominunities that they serve. Their declining participation in 
broadcast and wireless ownership, “has resulted in a diminished concern for local issues 
i i n d  ncctls, which has led LO a loss of divcrsity ofvicwpoints.” 

Pwllier, ilic authors maintain that discrimination and its present day cffccts have resulted 
in: fcivci- sinal I ,  ~ o i i i e n  and minority broadcast licei~sees; fewer broadcast stations and 
wireless liceiiscs owned and opcrated by small, women and minority licensees; and fewer 
co~nn i i~n i~ i c s  scrved by local and community-based smalL, womcn and minority licensces. 

Domke, David, “ltacial Cucs aiid Political Ideology: An Examination of Associative 
I’riining,” Cont/riririicn,io/i Rescorch, December 2001, Vol. 28 Issue 6, p. 772. 

Tliis research theorizes that the presence or absencc in political conversation of racial 
CtIcS-that is, rcfci-enccs by elitcs and news media to images cornrnoi~ly iinderstood as 
tied to particular racial or ethnic groups-inay substantially influciicc whetlicr citizens’ 
mini cognitions contribute to their political judgments. In particular, such symbolic cues 
in  discoursc may activate an important linkage between a n  individual’s racial perceptions 
aid political ideology, which some scholars suggest have become closely intertwined in 
the U.S. political cnvironnicnt. 



Tlic study conducts an  cxperimcnt in which the news discourse about ci-inie was 
systematically altered-as including [racial cues or not-within controlled political 
~nf‘oi-ni:ition cn~ironi i ie i i t~  to examine liow individuals process, interpret, and use issue 
foimiation iii foi.ining political .judgments. The findings suggest that racial cues not only 
triggcr tlic association bctwccn racial perceptions and political ideology but in turn 
pronipt iiidividuaIs to becomc niore ideologically distinct iii their political evaluations. 

The rescai-ch provides evidence of the importance and influence of racial cues in 
discourse by politicians, intei-cst groups, and news niedia. Most notable i n  this study is 
tha t  political ideology was linkcd with pcrceptioiis of both African Americans and 
Hispanics, which suggcst that for many individuals, racial and ethnic stereotypes hecomc 
hotli cognitively cinbedded and politically entneshcd. According to the author, “it seems 
plausiblc t h a t  inany White Americans, in particular, inay have a people-of-color scliema 
that  intcgrates pci-ceptions of various tion-White populatioiis while alsn linking these 
perccptions to a range of political judgments.” 

hlastro, I)ana E., “The Portrayal ol‘ Racial Minorities on Prime Time Television,” 
,four/irr/ qf’BlorrtlcirsfirrX. ‘6 Elecfrorric Metlirr, Fall 2000, Vol. 44 Issue 4, p. 690. 

111 this study, a onc-weeI~ sample ofprime time telcvision (8-1 I p.ni.) for ABC, CBS, 
Fox, and NRC was consti-ucted to represcnt broadcast entertainnicnt programming for 
1996. 111 a system;itic content analysis, tlic frequencies and attributes of ethnic minority 
i i i id  iiicijority characters wcrc documcntcd, wi th  paiiicular attention to Latinos and their 
intclaction with other TV characters. The study’s findings update the current statiis of 
~ninority portrayals and identify prevalent attributes of Ininoyity poitrayls that may impact 
\iewer pcrceptioiis. 

Thc ovci.all racial breakdown for individual characters appearing in the full sample in  
1996 prinie timc television programs found: 80% of the main and minor characters werc 
Caucasian, and 52% of the Caucasians were i n  main roles; 16% were Aftican American, 
a n d  56% of theiii were in main roles; 3% of them were Latinos, and 44% of them werc i n  
innin roles; I % were Asian Amcricans. There were 110 Native Americans. 

Tllc pattc1.11 of inclusioii of African Americans and the near cxclusion of all other ethnic 
minorities has bccn continued, maintaiiis tlic author. Race of tclevision character was 
strongly related to prograni type: 77% of Latino appearances were 011 crime shows, 51 Yn 
of  Caucasians were on sihiation comedies, and African Ainericaiis were primarily 
distrihutcd hctween sitconis (34%) and crime shows (40%). 

C‘orivci-sariooal and pcrson:il attributes among these racial groups were examined. 
Latiiios worc significantly inorc accessories and jewelry than Caucasians. African 
Americans wcre more provocative i n  their dress than Caucasians, and less profcssioiial in  
their dress than were Caucasians. Latino characters fell between the two groups 011 both 
altirc ~ncasures. Latinos were best groomed and thc Africaii Aniericans least well 
g~.oomed. Convcrsations involving Latinos were most tense and least spontaneous, 



~pnrticularly when compared Lo African Arncrican character conversations; Caucasians 
f e l l  betwceii tlicsc two groups on both items. Conversation topics also varied by race. 
The predoininate topics for Latinos centered on ci-iine and violence (30%) and domestic 
issites (28%). Businessiprofessional issites were the most common topic among 
Cnticasians, a t  29%, with criiiie second at 19%. For African Americans, business, 
pei.son;tl relationships and social/lcisure issues each accounted for 17% of their topics; 
crime was not among their top three topics of conversation. 

Ofori, Kofi Asieclu, “Wheu Being No. 1 I s  Not Enough: The Impact  of  Advertising 
Practices on Minority-Owned and Minority Fnrmatted Broadcast Stations,” A 
Report  Prepared by the Civil Rights Forum on Commitnications Policy. Submitted 
tn the Office of  Comniunicatioils Business Opportunities, Federal Communications 
Commission, Washington, D.C., 1999. 

The study, hased upon 1996 data for 3,745 radio stations, indicates that stations that 
target programming to minority listeners are unable to earn  as inucli revenue per listener 
as  stations t h a t  air general market programming. The study also suggests that minority- 
owiicd radio stations earn lcss rcvciiuc per listener than majority broadcasters that own :I 
coni p;ir ah I c nu inbcr of s ta t i o t i  s n at ioiiw i de. 

l‘lic disparities i n  advcrtising performance may be attributed to a variety of factors 
including economic cfticieucies derived froin coinmoil ownership, assessments o f  listener 
income and spending pattcrns, or ethniciracial stereotypes that influence the media 
buying process. As preliminary findings, the anecdotal and quantitative evidence 
suggests that certain practices i n  the advertising industry undermine marketplace 
coinpetition and First Ainendnient principles favoring diversity of viewpoint. 

The study recoininends further research that is sufficiently funded to fully examine its 
prcliminary findings. The study also rccolntilends that tllc federal government, based 
upon suhscqucnt rcscarch and public coniincnt, dcvclop a policy statement on advcrtisilig 
practices and issue nn cxccutive order prohibiting federal agencies from contracting with 
a d  ngencics ( h a t  engage i n  unfair or discriminatory advertising practices. With regard to 
t l lc pi’ivate sector, broadcasters, advertisers, and ad agencies should adopt a voluntary 
c o d c  of conduct that prohibits “no UrbaniSpanish dictates” and “minority discounts” and 
tliat proinotcs ;1 broad and diverse range of programming of all Americans. 

Nincly-oiic pcrcent oiniioority radio broadcasters responding to the study survey 
indicated that they had encountered “dictates” not to buy advertisernents on their radio 
stations. Efforts to overcome “dictates” with market research that justifies ads 011 
nliiiouity-formatted stations were most coininonly met with no respollse or no rescission 
of thc diciarc by advci-tisei-s or ad agencics. Survcy respondents also estimated tliat sixty- 
o i i c  Ipcrccnt oftlic advcrtisemcnts purchased on thcir stations were discounted. Forty- 
f io~i r  percent cstiinated that “no Urbaii/Spanish dictates” and “minority dictates” interfere 
with their ability to raise capital and to acquire minority-formatted stations, and also 
detract froin the value of ininority-formatted stations wlien they are being sold. 

A 



Goodale, Gloria, ‘“rV in Black and White,” C/zrisliarr Science Mordor,  J1/20/98, Vol. 
90 I ssue  250, p. 13. 

The arlicle l‘ocuses on African Aincricans in  telcvision programs in the United States it1 
19W It  iotcs tha t  thcrc is no single show that defines a black gcncratioii. Further, 
lelevisiou pi-ogi-;niis about I-acial issucs to simply including people of other raccs. The 
:irticle contcnds tliat social issues must be dealt with before television will stop focusin_c 
on race. Tlic disappearance o f  a single representation o f  blacks has brought about more 
diverse and i.calistic imngcs. 

Friitkin, Alan James, “Uphill Battlc,” Mediniveek, 11/15/99, Vol. 9 lssne 43. 

The ai-ticlc cxamines a survey addressing the employincnt discrimination of Afuican 
Aniei-ic;in television writcrs in the United States. According to t l ie survey conducted by 
llic Bcvcrly IHills/I~lollywood bmnch o f  the National Association for the Advancement of 
Colored People (NAACP), of the 839 writei-s employed on prime-time television dramas 
nnd cnmcdies (during the 1998 scason), only 5 5  or 6.6 percent-arc African AnicIican. 

Tlie survey notes that 40 of thosc 55 African American writers are employed at UPN and 
thc WB, whereas only 15 are employed on shows that air on ABC, CBS, NBC and Fox, 
and that 83 percent of the 5 5  weve employed on black-themed shows. Thirty-three 
percent of those 55 writers were employed on just two shows-UPN’s Moeslia and its 
spill-off, Thc Parlccrs. These facts have Icd to charges of discrimination, particularly 
wlicn onc considci-s that whitc writers have more access. According to tlie study, 
producei~s on black-themed shows are consisteiitly pressured by the networks to hire 
wliite wi.itei-s. White producei-s, on the other hand, are not similarly pressured to hire 
African American writers. 

Sqiiiim, Catherine R., “Klaclc Talk Kadio,” Hnrvnrd Inrerntilionnl Joiirrrnl of 
Prcss/Poli/ics, Spring 2000, Vol. 5 lssr~e 2, p. 7 3 .  

This ai.ticle presents reseai.cIi concerning the relationship between media and public 
spheres through an investigation of an Africa11 American owned and operated talk-radio 
show in  Chicago (WVON). The article concludes that, contraiy to some scholars’ 
pcssirnistic view of comincrcial media’s role i n  tlic decline of the public sphere, the radio 
statio~i portrayed is an integral and useful institution for tbc Black public sphere in 
Chicago. 

Tile study reveals how African American community members and listeners use the 
station as a public foruin wherein traditional political concerns, as well as identity 
politics, ai-e aired and discussed. Further, the article argues that i t  Is precisely because the 
station is owned and operated by Blaclts that it is able to draw and sustain a substantial 
and loyal audience. Because they ti-list the statio11 to “talk their talk”, comlnuliity 
nicinbers arc enthusiastic about participating i n  the station’s co~ive~-sational activities and 
nre evcn willing to make personal financial contributions when advertising r e v e ~ ~ u e  is 
1 o w  



Dixon, ‘Travis, and Daniel Linz, “Race and the Misrepresentation of Victimization 
nii 1,nc:il Tclcvisioii News,” C~~~/i~/~if/7i~0r;~/~ R C T C O I ~ I ,  October 2000, Vol. 27 Issue 5, 
I). 547. 

This article providcs a content analysis of a random sample of television news aired in 
Los Ang le s  and Orange Counties to assess representations of Whites, Blacks, and 
Latinos as crime victiiiis. Intergroup coniparisons (Black vs. White and Latino versus 
Wliitc) rcvealed that Whites arc inor-e likely tlian African Americans and Latinos to be 
portrayed as victims of crime o r  television news. 

Intcrrolc compai-isons (perpetrator and victim) revealed that Blacks and Latinos are niorc 
likely to be portrayed as lawbrenltcrs than as crime victims. The reverse is true o f  White 
and I ntcri-cality comparisons (television news vcrsus crime reports), which revealed that 
Whites ai’e overrepresentcd, Latinos are ~inderrel)resented, and Blacks are neither 
oveii-epi-cscnted nor tindci-rel,Ieseiited as homicide victims on television news compai-ed 
to crime reports. Converscly, African Amcricans are ovcrrcpresented, Latinos are 
tinilcrn:I)rcsciitcd, and Caucasians are neither overrepresented not underrepresented as 
Iicrpeti.ators on tclcvision ncws. Whites appear to be overrepresented as victims, while 
Blacks :lie relcgated to roles as  perpetrators, and Latinos are largely absent on televisioii 
ne LVS . 

According to the author, cxposui-e to the news may lead to a cultivation effect, whereby 
viewers come to believe that the real woi-Id is similar to the television world. Further, 
White viewers who I-egularly watch television ncws may come to overestimate their 
chances of’ victimization and be unrealistically fearful of victimization by Black 
~IcI-~Ictl’atOrS. 

Domlte, David, “The Press, Race Relations, and Social Change,” Jorrrrrrrl .J‘ 
Cf~~~7//~~f/7jc~~~/~/i, Summer 2001, Vol. 51 Issue 2, p. 317. 

Scholars from varying perspectives have suggested that discotirse in media content may 
play an important role in shaping and reinforcing perceptions of race relatioiis, 
particularly among Wliitc Americans. However, there has been relatively little 
systematic consideration of wlictlicr and, if so, how discourse in the prcss has contributed 
over time to rclations between Whitcs and Blacks. 

This study takes o p  this issue by examining the racial ideologies present in coverage by 
14 iniiliiistreani newspapers of U.S. Supreme Court dccisions in 1883 and 1896 that 
allowctl a n d  then institutionalized “separate h i t  equal” race relations. Findings suggest 
IIJX tiiscouisc i n  ttic inainstl-can1 press encouraged racial values and attitudes that were 
siniuItanco~isly being iiislittitionalized in scvcral culttiral arenas by social Darwinism, 
Bookci. T. Washington’s accoinmoda tionism, and legalized segregation. 
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.Incnl)s, Itnnald N., Rrrcc, Medin nrirl the Crisiv of CivilSocirlj~, (Cambridge, UK: 
Cantl)iklgc University Press, 2000). 

The atitlior argucs for the iinpoitancc of tlie Black press. The authors contend that a 
“Black prcss” contributes positivcly and cnicially to public discourse on racial issues. 

Even a liberal White prcss, and even inulticulturalist newspapers such as the Miarui 
FIc>/-~ld (with its Spanish edition) or the So17 Jose Mercury News (with a Spanish and 
Vietnainese edition) appat-cntly cannot function i n  tlie sainc manner. According to the 
author, African Americaiis lack control over images presented of them and the stories 
told about h e m  to their dctrimcnt as wcll as society’s. 

“A civil socicty consisting of iniriltiple publics requires a media system consisting of 
mtilliple media,” assci-ts Jacobs. Jacobs focuses on Los Angeles and specifically the 
I965 cvcnts iii Watrs and i n  I992 following the Rodney King beating ti-ial verdict. 
Content analysis of a half dozen papers, the leading pairs ofBlack and White papers in 
New Yorlc City, Los Angelcs, a n d  Chicago, rcvcals significant differciices. With Watts, 
t l ie  White papers valorized the police and condcinncd thc riotcrs. Tlic Black papers 
conversely condemned the police, but took a nitanced view of the rioters as perhaps 
liavi 11 g \vo itliw 11 i Ic goa I s p u I s  uctl by cou titerprod tict i ve ineans. 

.I:icobs points out that tlic loss of Black newspapers has not been matched by an opening 
tip of Whitc nc\vspapcrs. [f racial justice rcinains a goal, i t  will be necessary both to 
prcscrvc the distinctiveiicss of Black newspapers and to cnsurc the integration of White 
newspapers. 

Editorial, “Explain Diversity Gap,” Editor nrrd Publidter, 7/16/2001, Vol. 134 Issric 
28, p. 14. 

This cditorial cxaniincs the declinc in the diversification of daily newspapers. According 
to tlic author, TV news is doing a far bettcr job than daily newspapers. Journalists of 
color hold 21.8% of all jobs in Eiiglisli-language TV ncwsrooms. When Spanish- 
Iaiiguage stat io l is  are added, the percentage of minority TV journalists climbs to 24.6%. 
By contrast, pcoplc of color held .just 1 1  .WO of daily newspaper journalism jobs-a 
dcclinc fi.oni 2000. 

According to thC author, i t  i s  true that  the threat of losing their fedei-al license makes 
broadcasters far more sensitivc to demands for divcrsity. Nonetheless, TV news is hai-dly 
perfect. Minorities account for just 6.5% of news directors at Englisli-language stations, 
but  9?4, ofnewspnpcr supcrvisors. 

“ W h o ’ s  nii the News,” Fairness & Accliracy in  Reporting (FAIR), June 2002. 

This study exanlines racial and gender bias in network news sotlrces (ABC World Ncws 
Toniglit, CBS Evening News and NBC Nightly News) in 2001, and finds tha t  92 percent 
of a l l  U S .  sources interviewed wcre white, 85 percent were m a l e  and, where party 



:iffiliation was identifiablc, 75 percent were Repiiblican. According to tlic report, big 
business was also overrepresented. I n  a year i n  which the country lost 2.4 million jobs, 
corporate representatives appeared about 35 times niore frequently than did unioli 
rcpresentutives, irccounting for 7 percent of sources versus labor’s 0.2 percent. 

IRacial imhalanccs in sourcing wcrc dramatic across tlic board. Ninety-two percent of 
soiirces wei’c white, 7 percent M’CK black, 0 .6  percent wcre Latino, 0.6 percent were 
Arab-Amcricaii, and 0.2 percent wcre Asian American. Out o f a  total of 14,632 soiirces, 
only oiic (on NBC) w a s  identified as Native Amcricaii. 

Itcntlall, Stew, and Will Creclcy, “White Noise: Voices of Color Scsrcc  on Urban 
I’uhlic Radio, Exslrn, Fairness Sr Accuracy in  Reporting (FAIR), October 2002. 

The article reports findings ofaii Erim survey of public radio stations in seven U.S. 
urban iuarkets (KCRW iii Los Anpeles, KQED i n  San Francisco, WBEZ i n  Chicago, 
WNYC in New Yoi-k City. WAMU in Washington, D.C., WABE in Atlanta, and WLRN 
in Miami). According to survey results, the dominant voices on the leading public radio 
stations ai’c overwliclmingly white (88 pcrcent) and prcdominantly male (69 percent). 

The dominance of white, inale voices contrasts with public radio’s professed mission of 
inclusiveness, espccially when considering the diversity of the metropolitan areas the 
stations SCI-vc. 

Cliinloy, Peter, “Equity Pooling and Media Owiiership,” Fedem/ Corri//rnnicrr/iorIs 
L ~ D V  . / O U / ’ / l O / ,  VOI. 51, No. 3, p. 557-575, May 1999. 

This article exnniincs mctliods to increase the diversity of ownership of media outlets. 
According to the author, t l ierc arc several reasons why public policy might be focused i n  
this direction. First, the Incdia lhas a public goods characteristic whcrc private pricing is 
not proportional to the benefits obtained by any one consuiner. With high fixed costs and 
virtually no marginal costs, there are barriers to entry for capital constrained cntities. 
Second, tlie media disscininatcs education a n d  culture, which are not Iioniogeneous. 
Third, corporate ownership may target prograniming and content toward median and 
representative consumeis, restricting access to a diverse audience. 

Thc ;irticlc offers a proposal for pooling cqiiity for purchase of media properties. It is 
based on widespread practices for savings pooling used in  inlier city and immigrant 
communities, but with certain wrinkles that facilitate secwitization, diversification, and 
incrcascd access. The basis of the  contract is t l ie rotating saving and credit amount used 
to pool savings to achieve capital accumiilation. These accounts provide funds for a 

a colilnion pot. Each investor bids for the pot, the winner being tlie low biddcr. 

‘10 apply the equity pooling concept to the purcliasc of media properties requires 
inodification of existing arrangeiiicnts. For tlie media pool, investors receive a package 

~ O W I ~  p iyment  011 a ]louse or to buy a sinall business. Invcstors co~iibine their funds illto 



o f t w o  asscts: a rettirii and a nianagemcnt right. They ai-e required to participate i n  a 
series of investments, althougli they can transfer their slot by sale to another investor 

The article outliiies an inipleinentable strategy foi- cxpanding ownership of media 
propcrtics. The stratcgy acli icvcs divcrsification and is inccntive compatible by 
cstahlisiiing Iiidding niarltcts for inanageinelit and content. Divcrsification reduccs the 
risk of concentrating 011 onc property and one market. Setting up markets for 
manageniciit, with requii~ements that nianagenicnt hold a substantial equiry position, 
rcduces tlic tendency to maximize expcnses and shifts them toward inaxiinizing profits. 
while attaining cultui-a1 objectives. 

C.  

“Changes, Challenges, and  Chart ing New Corirses: Minority Commercial Broadcast 
Ownersliip in the United States,” National Teleconimunications and Tnformation 
Administration (Decenther 2002). 

Why is minority participation in media ownership so slieht? 

In  ;~tltlition to l~i.ovidiiig a Ilistoi-y of National Tclccoinmunications Tnfonnation 
Atl~ninistl-;ition’s (NTIA) I-ole in promoting minority ownersliip, this report also providcs 
iinportant data on tlic current status of diversity i n  broadcasting. Overall, NTlA concludes 
that tlie i~t~~~-csentat ion o f  nlinorities in  broadcast o\vnersliip is low, i n  coinparison to tlie 
ovci-al l  minority poptilation and non-ininority ownership totals. Data indicates that this 
~ ~ ~ i ~ l c ~ ~ e ~ ~ r ~ s c ~ i ~ ~ ~ t i o n  is directly rclatcd to tlic l a c k  of access to investment capital and thc 
liick of lcgislation and policy initiatives to promote minority ownership. The disparities 
cinphasize the continuing need for initiatives that address those issues, whicli prevent 
iiiiiiorities from fully participating in te1econiniunic;itions ownersliip. 

Minority Commercial Broadcast Ownership in the United States, A Report  of  the 
Minority Telecommrtnications Development Program, National 
~elecominonicat ions  And Tnt’ormation Administration and  United States Dept. of’ 
Commerce, 1997. 

Tlic rcpoi-t provides research data on tlie uiiderrepresentation of minority broadcast 
ownership. Tt also seeks to deterniiiie the source o f  the uiide~-representation. According to 
tlic report. Iiistorically, niiiiority broadcast ow~iers and advocates for minority broadcast 
owncrship liiive argucd tliat th is  undcri-cpi-cscntation is due to the lack of access to 
invcstnicnt ciylital and the lack of policies and incentives designed to promote niiiiority 
ownership i n  the telecoinin~inications industry. The Minority Telecommunications 
Dcvclopnicnt Program (MTDP) lias gathered anecdotal and empirical data tliat support 
this claim. Rcscarcli indicate tha t  ~ninorities still l a c k  access to the capital necessary to 
dcvclop hoodcasting busincsscs, and that  there are iiow fewer policy initiatives and 
~ilccntivc-based progranis for minority cominct-cia1 broadcast ownership than tliere was ill  

1990 when MTDP conducted its initial broadcast owne~-ship survey. Moreover, clianges 
in industi-y policies and goveriinient regulations have increased statio11 prices, reduced 
ownership diversity, increased the challenges faced by minority co~nniercial station 
owncrs coiiipeting for advertising revenues, rescinded key incentive-based programs 
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c!cuigiied to cncourage minority ownership in commercial broadcasting, and ultiinately, 
increased coiicentration of media ownership. 

Thc tirst significant change occurred in 1990, when the FCC declined to extend 
enhancement crcdi ts for minority ownership undcr diversification of ownership c~-itcrion 
i n  coinpai-ativc hcaring proccsses. Perhaps the most significant changc in commercial 
radio broadcastiiig occurred i n  September 1992, when the FCC relaxed the national 
ownersliip C B ~ S  to allow a single licensee to own up to 18 AM and 18 FM stations 
nalionwide. Local owncrsliip rules similarly were modified to permit a singlc owner to 
own a i l  incmsed  inumber of stations within a local market, depending on market size. 
1 he ru les  also provided t h a t  an entity could hold ii non-controlling intcrest in  an 
iitltlilioiiiil llii-ce stations in eacli scrvicc if minorities or siuall businesses controlled those 
s~it ioiis .  Most large group owners liave not taken advantage of this incentive. The 
increase i n  national ownei-ship liniits l ias rcsulted in a dramatic increase in  tlie number of' 
coiiitiicrcial I-adio stations controllcd by a single entity, an incrcase i n  station prices, and 
tlic growtli of competing media in recent years. This is extremely problematic 
considering tha t  large gi-oup owners have significant control over the local media 
iniarkctplacc and an  advantage in dominating attractive advertising demographics and 
dictating the tei-nis for advertising. This kind of control by large group owners will make 
i t  increasingly difficult for minority owned stations to compete in tlie marketplace. 
Consequently, the ctirrent limits will drive minorities out of broadcast ownership and 
preclude new minority owners from entering the industry. 

In addition to the FCC's rclaxation of ownership caps, i n  1995, Congress repealed the 
minority lax certificate progrnin t h a t  provided tax benefits to the seller of a media 
property who sold to a minority investor. Further, the 1995 Supi-erne Court i-tiling in 
Atlnr-cimi C'~IWII.LICIOIT, fur, 11. P e m ,  that race-based preferences awarded by the federal 
government are subject to a s tandard of strict scrutiny, lias created new clialleiigcs for 
designing government inccntive programs that are based on race. Minority advocates 
feai. that these changes tlircaten the fiitiire ofgovcriimcnt incentive prograins for 
minorities. 

-. 

The passage of the Telecomniunicatioiis Act of I995 created even more deregiilation in 
coniniercial broadcasting. Its attempt to iiicrease coinpetition drove station prices to their 
Iiighcst levcls. Uiidci- tlic provisioiis of the 1996 Act, a single company can liavc radio 
holdings i n  a mal-ket that are substantial cnough to result in its control of u p  to 40 percent 
of tlie advertising r e v e n ~ ~ e  in tha t  market. Minority owners now facc increasing difficulty 
in generating revenues tha t  are sufficient to maintain viable businesses in  markets where 
one company exercises this degree of control. 

T ~ C  report coiicludes that minority broadcast ownership is desirable because I t  enllances 
diversity of vicwpoiiit and ininority broadcast employment. The report also concludcs 
that  i t  is tiinc for reiiewed exainination aiid public dcbate about the impact of media 
concc~itrntion, and the iiiiportance of minority ownership to localism, diversity and 
univcrsal sewice. Policynialtcrs, legislators, a n d  industry professionals in both the pnblic 



a n d  private scctors need to think anew about which tools and  inctliods will effectivcly 
iiici-casc niinori ty participatioii in  the broadcast and telecommunications industries. 
NTIA liiis argued consisteiitly that diversity of ownership provides for multicultural 
expression and awareness. and helps bring focus to issucs o f  particular iinpoitance to 
individu;il coiiiiiiunilics. In addition, minority owned f i i- ins tcnd to hirc minorities 
iiioi’c ofkn than ion-miiiority firms, and often i n  professional positions. NTIA believcs 
Ihat these are important goals and will contintic to work to bring these issues to the fore 

“Market  Entry Barriers, Discriniination and Changes in Broadcast and Wireless 
Licensing: 1950 to Prcseiit,” Ivy Planning Group  LLC, Rockville, Maryland, 
I ~ e c e m b e r  2000. 

This study finds that women and minorities have tiiced pervasive discrimination, as wcll 
as sinall business market entry barriers, paiticularly in  the fifties and sixties. The FCC 
atteiiipted to ameliorate that discrimination i n  tlic seventies, eighties and early nineties 
tlirougli the tax certificate, disti-ess sales, comparative merit, and lottery preferences. 
According to tlic study, ininoritics and  womcn made modest gains in broadcast 
owiicrship during this pcriod, amidst persistent capital inarket discrimination and other 
small business market entry barriers. However, those &?ins were essentially reversed in 
1995, by both Congress’s elimination of the tax  certificate program and the Supreme 
Court’s dccision i n  Adw~rird, which inadc i t  significantly inore difficult for race- 
conscious rules and policies to he impleinented by the FCC. The deregulation and the 
lifting of owncrsliip caps under thc Tclcconiinuiiicatioiis Act of I996 inadc these barriers 
icarly instii-niotiiitablc for small. minority- and women-owned business attempting to 
thrive or even enter the broadcast industry. 

Accordiiig to (lie Ivy Planning Group, “The sequence of rollbacks of minority and wonieii 
ownership programs and credits, industry-wide deregulation, industry-wide 
coiisolidalion, cvcn, abscncc of accui-atc, up-to-datc stiltistics documenting tlic full impact 
on women and minority p;iiticipation, have combined to present significant harriers to 
women- and ininoi-ity- owiied busincsses being significantly represented in broadcast and 
wireless ownership.” 

Wilson, Thoinas G., Fcdernl Ci~iittiiiiiiiciitioii’s Coittntission Policies n i ~ d  the Growth 
of Miiiosity Owiics,~hip of Brondcust Stntioiis frorii 1977 to 1993: A Criticnl Aitnly.si.7 
(Howard University 1994). 

Wilson’s dissertation is a study of the rclationship bctween the major Federal 
C0iiimunications Coinmission’s (FCC) diversity and ownership policies and the 
sustainctl growtli of ininoi-ity ownership ofbroadcast stations between 1977 and 1992. 
r l ic policies coiisidered are limited to thc following: ( 1 )  tlic Commu~iicatIo~is Act of 
1934, which is trcatcd as background; (2) thc following 1978 to 1982 policics--the 
Minority Ownership Amendment of 1978 and tlie Radio Deregulation Amendment of 
1981; (3) the Multiple Owiiership Rule of’ I986 which changed ownership limits from the 
7-7-7 Rule to  tlie 14-14-14 Rule; (4) the two Multiple Ownership Rule changes of 1992: 
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tlie first occurred i n  Ma id1  1992, changing the limits froiii the 14-14-14 Rule to the 30- 
30-14 Rule, and t l ie sccond occurred in  August 1992, changing the limits to the current 
23-23-  14 Rule; and ( 5 )  the effect of pi-ojcctcd ownei.ship limit increases througli 1993 
and bcyond. 

In csscncc, the collective results of this study suggest that the FCC policics combined 
with tliosc or  the U.S. Economic Dcvclopinent Administration (EDA), lending 
institutions and advertisers, liavc had a cumulative adverse effect on the sustained growth 
o f  minority owiiership of broadcast stations. This study further contends that because 
~veoltli has gcnei-ally remained in the top 5% of the population, the majority of broadcast 
stations reiiiain in tlie Iiands of a fcw. 

The study I-ccoinmciids that futurc FCC diversity policies should not be developed i n  a 
vacuum. These policics should includc more economic development aspects, especially 
rquitahle iLcccSS to capital for station start-up, inaintenaiice, and expansion. 

Tlic iiutlior contciids that i t  is bccausc of  the actiiallperccivcd powcr of the inedia 
(cspcci;illy tlic electronic iiicdia) to inilucnce change, and their potential as a mirror of al l  
l iunian existence, that minorities demand to become broadcast property owners. As such, 
they can control and/or iiifluencc tlie interpretation of tlie “labels and images” of 
thcmselvcs that are presented by those media. Additionally, i t  is possible and probable for 
minority ownci-ship and manageiiient to nialtc program content diversity available to all 
vicwcrs i n  the marketplacc, tlius, incrcasing tlic democratization of inforination and 
dccrcasiug cultural and iiitcllechial domination of information. 

Braunstcin, Yale, “The FCC’s Financial Qualification Requirements: Economic 
Evaluation of a Barrier to Entry lor Minority Broadcasters,” Fcdcrnl 
Ci~i,rnirr,iicniions Lniv Jouriinf, Vol. 53, No. 1 (December 1, 2000). 

In 1955, the Federal Con1munic;itions Cominissioii articulatcd certain financial 
requiremcnts tha t  applicants for broadcast liceiises must satisfy. Specifically, applicants 
tiad to show they had sufficient funds to cover application costs, construction costs, and 
11ie operating expenses for one year without any revenue offsets. This standard, known as 
the .Vhrai~i.sio/i rule, was liberalized by tlie Coinmission in  a series of decisions iii 1978. 
1979, a n d  19x1. In announcing these actioiis, tlic Commission explicitly cited its coiiccrii 
ahout the lcvcl o f  iiiinority ownci-ship of broadcastcrs. The Commission considercd its 
actioii to be one that will providc a more reasonable and realistic financial qualificatiou 
standard for all aural applicants and will specifically benefit niinority applicants seeking 
entry into the radio broadcast service. The Commission’s decision here is based, in large 
pal.t, on the finding, i n  its 1982 Minoi-ity Ownership Task Force Report, that station 
finnricirig has bccn a pIiiicIpa1 harrier to minority broadcast ownershjp. 

rlraunstcin considers his article timely because of: (1) the r e ~ ~ e w e d  interest of tlie 
Commission in increasing minority ownership of broadcasters, (2) the changes in  
ownership limits enacted in the Teleconiinunications Act of 1996, a11d (3) tlie planned use 
of auctions to award new television broadcast licenses, possibly raisir~g new barriers to 
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h c  cntly ofniinoi.ities. Ui-aunstcin’s article focuses 011 how one might collect and analyze 
evidence Lo IncastiI‘c t l ic econoruic effects of the financial qualification requirements. I-lis 
article ignores the questioiis whether these requirements are politically desirable or 
c o ~ ~ ~ t i t ~ t i o n i ~ l ,  but instead focuscs on economic, not legal analysis. Tt examines three 
major rcscarch questions: ( 1  ) did tlic FCC’s financial qualification regulations ili the 
1980s crcatc an unrcasonablc disadvantage to minorities i n  tlie award of ncw broadcast 
liccnses‘? (2) Can onc measure the economic effects on minority broadcasters, on 
minority cni~iloynient, and on prograin suppliers’? (3) Can onc detect any effect on 
programming and editorial content of these financial requirements? 

B~.aunstcin scts forth a financial inodcl of an ai-clietypal radio broadcast group tha t  
cn;rhlcs the cstiniation of tlie value of an individual broadcast property and to the 
calciila~ion of the effects of various practices and policies on that value. The logic is 
str;iiglitforward: i fa  certain practice (e.g., discrimination i n  lending) or policy (e.g., 
discontinuation of ininority tax certificates) raises tlie cost to the entrant, i t  removes 
wealth from thc minority conimunity. Regardless ofwhether the original effect occiirs all 
at once or ovcr several years, as in the case of higher intcrest rates, tlie cliangc in wealth 
is incasurcd in dollars as a lump sum. For example, tlie hypothetical data found that a n  
iiici-casc i n  tlic intcrcst tatc for the long-tcrm loan a t  start-up led to a value rcduction of 
;ippi-oxiniatcly $440,000 pcr station at today’s prices. Using a similar approach, the 
inotlcl ticinonstrated that discontinuation of tlic minority tax certificate program results in 
ii loss of value of appi.oxiiiiately $I .5 million for each station transfer that is affected 
(again, i n  currcnt dollars). This article addrcssed two other questions in addition to tlie 
cffccts of barriers to cntry 011 thc dctcrmination of value. The effects of barriers on 
cmploymcnt can be measured within the framework provided here, although this article 
does not show any sample calculations. It is likely that the largest portion of these effects 
will result froin the “strong” hanier cases. If minority groups cannot acquire stations 
because of the lack of funding, tlie composition of tlie workforce does not change. 

Wildmail, Steveti S. arid Theomary Karamanis, “The Economics of Minority 
I’rogrnmming,” i n  Investbtg in Diversify, The  Aspen Institute (1998). 

The p~emise of this paper is that programs that can be heneficial to America’s 
underserved poptilation arc undersupplied by the U.S. television industry. The authors 
cxaminc the cwnomic factors contributing to the low supply. With the exception of 
issucs relilted to minority owncrship, the constraints on supply of minority programs 
relate to tlie fact that large blocks of viewers with similar tastes exert inordinate influencc 
on the supply of programs. There is evidence to suggest that minority ownership should 
havc a Ipositivc impact on the supply of minority programining, but the authors do not 
consider that evidence concI~isivc. It i s  not clear that FCC programs that promote 
mitiority ownership would help, considcring that FCC policies create financial incentives 
fol- lion-ininority owncrs to scll to ininorities, but there are no c o i ~ e s p o n d i ~ ~ g  inccntivcs to 
keep those shlions i n  the minoIity coniniunily. The lack of profitability, i.e. advertising 
rcvcnue for [minority owners reduces the incentive to maintain the media entity in 
iniiiority hands. Greater profitability for ininority-coiitrolled media should further 
inci-ease tlie supply of minority programs. 



1 .  What  has been the impact of discrimination and its present effects 011 

minority media ownership? 

Craft, Stcpliaiiic Lynn, The Irirpnct of Diverse Bronrlcnsi Sfniiorr Owrierslrip nrr 
~rograrrirriirig, Stanford University, ~ O O O .  

Thc resti l ls o r  Stephanie Craft’s dissertation provide suppoi-t for FCC policies designed to 
incrcasc minority broadcast owncrship. Her research indicates that diverse ownership is 
positivcly rclated to diverse programming behavior. 

111 thc hiriy yc:irs sincc thc Kci-iicr Conimission faulted the media for inadequate 
coverngc of ininority communities and concerns, the Federal Communications 
Conimission lins ~indertaltcn a number of initiatives to increase ininority participation in  
hroadcasting. Increasing the ~niinibei- of minori ty broadcast station owners has been 
considcred one way to foster programming diversity. Policies to increase ownership 
t l i i -~~ig l i  pi-cfcrcnccs accordcd to minoritics in thc liccnsing process, howevcr. have been 
challcngcd in tlic couits i n  part bccausc of a lack of evidence that ownci-ship diversity and 
 pi-ograniining diversity are linked. 

This study investigates whether a link exists hetween ownership and news and public 
affairs prograinniing diversity. To answer the question, data on programming and 
practices were gathcrcd for a sample of minority- and non-minority-owncd radio and 
telcvision stations operating in the sanic inarkcts (N = 21 1). Rcspondents were people 
with authority over the stations’ news and public affairs prograinming; 30 were station 
owners. Minority- a n d  non-minority-owned stations reported significantly different 
prograniniiiig and practices in  three areas: News and public affairs programming targeted 
to ininority audiences, iiivolvenicnt of ownci-s in  decision-making regarding news and 
public ;IPhirs programming, and rcliancc on ~tidiciicc-initiated contact to assess 
audicncc dcinand. Of cight hypothcscs, six wcre supported. 

M:ison, L:lurie, Cliristinc M. Baclicn, and Stephanie L. Craft ,  “Support  For FCC 
Minority Owncrsliip Policy: How Broadcast Station Owner  Race o r  Ethnicity 
Affects News nlld Public Alfairs Programming Diversity,” Cofrrrrrrrriicnfinrzs Lnw rrnd 
Policy, Vol. 6 ,  No I (January 2001.) 

This article supports thc position that minority ownership does contribute to broadcast 
diversity, especially in the broadcast of events and issues of presunied interest to minority 
audiences. This article details an investigation oftlie relationship between the race or 
ethnicity of broadcast station license-holders and the contribution those stations make to 
diversity of news and public affairs programming. Several federal policies favoring 
minority ownership of broadcast licenscs assumed such a relatioinsliip, yet 
eiiipirical evidence of the link was limited. A nationwide telephone survey of 209 news 
directors a t  radio and television stations reveals that minority-owned radio stations 
cn1l)hasizc issues of presumed interest to ininovitics more tliali do the majority-owned 
cor~iitcrparts. For both television and radio, the percentage of minority news alnd 



puhlic ai"1hii.s staff a t  a station positively correlates with sucli programming as well. 
Whether such social scicntitic cvidcnce could effectively support a return to minority 
preference policies is discussed i n  light of the current legal climate, which strongly 
ilisfiivors discrimination, however bcnignly intended, on the palt of government. 

Vancc 14. Fried, "Private Equity Funding for Minority Media Ownership," Federal 
Coirriirrriiicrirtioris Low Jourriril, Vol. 51, No. 3, (May 1999), p. 609-626. 

This article details the importance of private equity financing for all sizes and types of 
media coinpnnies. According to the author, much of the rapid growth of the Internet has 
hccn financed by private equity. The private cqtiity niarket is a n  important so~ircc of 
funds foi- minority media companics. It  is a large inarkct that is able to meet a variety of 
financing needs. I-Iowever, the minority media entrepreneur must realize that this is a 
strictly profit-oriented investment market. The same investment process and criteria will 
he applied to iiiinority media proposals as will be applied to non-niinority mcdia 
proposals. This process may present some problems for minority entrepreneiirs since 
most private cquity invcstoi-s arc not ininoritics. 

I~i~iecI lists several probleins for minorities: I )  lack of referrals and connections to private 
cquity investors; 2) cultural differences that may send the wrong or confusing messages 
to the  investor or entrepreneur; 3 )  belief tha t  minority owners may lack experience with 
larger markets; and 4) marginal proposals are somctiines accepted when submitted by 
whitcs, but not niinoritics. Thcsc problcms serve as a partial explanation for the 
disparities i n  owncrship bctwccn ininorities and non-minorities. 

2. What has been the impact o f  media consolidation on minority media 
ownership? 

Ol'ari, Koti, Vincent Edwirds, Karen Thomas and John Flateau, Blackorif? Media 
Oitiiier,diip Coirceiirrnfioii niitl [lie Fiifrrre of Blnck Radio, Medger Evers College, City 
o f N e w  York, 1997. 

I n  BIucIcouI, the aiitliors address the issues tha t  threaten the survival of Black radio. They 
argue that the deregulation of radio, resulting from the Telecommunications Act, has 
resultcd in  an  explosive nunibci- of mergers and acquisitions that Iiavc placed tlie 
owncrship of radio in fewer hands. This report is divided into three p a ~ t s  - "Closing 
Windows," "Opening the Windows of Opportunity," and "Windows of 
Opporttinity Beyond Radio. "Part 1 details the regulatory history leading up to the current 
cra of dcrcgulation and ownership concentration. It provides data on the status of Black 
entrepreneurs and ail overvicw ofjudicial and rcgulatory decisions that have erected 
barriers to mai-kct cutry. Part 11 provides policy rccominendations for state and federal 
officials. I t  outlines tlirec proposals: 1) tlie cnactinent of a tax certificate policy for small 
busincsses; 2) technical and financial assistance for entrepreneurs funded by private 
S ~ L I I - C ~ S  of capital; and 3) the enforcement of anti-trust standards by state officials. 
Part 111, "Windows of Opportunity Beyond Radio," describes emerging technologies that 
offer a n  alternative to radio for disseminating news and infomiation and furthering 



econoniic dcvclopinent. Sonic of the tcchnologics, such as personal communication 
scrviccs, arc not content-bascd and do not contributc to the objective of diversity of 
vicwpoint. Nonetheless, the ownership of these technologies will serve to inodemize the 
communications infrasti-ucture in disadvantaged coinniunities and provide a basis for 
economic dcvelopment and enlianccd quality of life. 

During 1996. there was a loss of 26 Black radio stations - 8 AM stations and I8  FM 
slations. In prioi- ycars, there was a net loss of seven stations i n  1994 and a nct gain o f  ten 
stations i i i  1995. These developments, combined with ownership consolidation i n  
national and local markets, have Icd tlic authors to conclude that the unprecedented 
dcclinc in Black station ownership during 1996 was in part prccipitatcd by passage of the 
I996 Tclccommtinications Act. The 1996 Act pennits the ownership of an unlimited 
numhcr of  mdio stations nationally and up to eight radio stations in the major markets. 

Tlic nninhcr o f  stations owncd by the nation’s top 50 radio groups, on the other hand, 
increascd from 876 in  I995 to 1,435 in 1996. Within approximately one year of passage 
o f  tlic Acl, tlic top tcn radio groups owned 821 stations, 320 of which wcre controllcd by 
one privatcly-held invcstmcnt timi. Prior to thc 1996 Act, no single entity owncd more 
Ilian 80 stations nationally. Competition is a reality of the marketplace that has been 
Ii.aditionally acccptcd by Black cntrcprcncurs. IHowcver, the new competitive landscape 
favors doniination by the large radio groups. 

I,argc firms, ablc to ~ C C C S S  capital at lowcr costs. arc in a position to quickly establish a 
dominant market prcscncc. This is oftcn accoinplislicd by acquiring an entire group of 
stations - something that now Black entrepreneur has been able to accomplish. 

From a n  entertainment perspective, the format of Black radio can be expected to survive. 
Large radio groups that acquire stations from Black entrepreneurs are not expected to 
altcr thcir Black-oricnted formats - at least, not iii thc ncar future. As this transition takes 
placc, Iiowcvcr, the ability of Black pcople to control thc flow of news programming 
cntering their community will be significantly undermined. By the year 2001, major 
corporate interests -the n e w  owners of”Black radio” - will have substantially iufluenced 
thc coiirsc of events in  the Black community. The authors contend tha t  elections, views 
and  opinions espoused over thc air ,  and cultural views and norms will all be 
iinpactctl by tlic dramatic chaiigcs i n  nicdia ownership that is already taking placc. 

Chester, Jeff, “Minority Ownership of Major Media: An Endangered Species Going 
Extinct,” (December 16, 2002) and “Minorities and the Media: Little Ownership 
and Even Less Control,” Center for Digital Democracy. (December 16, 2002). 

hi two iirticlcs, Jcff Chestcr, Executive Director of the Center for Digital Democracy 
attributes thc decrease in minority media ownership to the passage of tlie 1996 
Telecoinnitinications Act. In both articles, Chester argues that the deregulation that has 
occurred sincc tlie enactment of the Telecominuiiicatioiis Act has led to a11 extension of 
white-owned conglonieIates, which also control handpicked channels to serve African 
Alnericans, Iis~iaiiicsiLatinos and others as an extensioii of the comlnercial nlarltetplace. 



I lencc, despite their growing populations, persons o f  color will most likely play 
supporting roles when i t  conies to inaking decisions about how tlie media system should 
retlcct thcir interests. The Center argues tha t  media consolidation has achially decreased 
coinpetition and divcrsity. For cxainple, between 1995 and 2001, the iiuiiiber of 
individtial radio station owners dcclined by 25%. In 1996, Wcstinghouse, the largest 
radio owiicr, owiicd 85 stations. In 2001, the largest owner, Clear Channel, owned 1,202 
stations. M a n y  minority broadcasters, many of whom are single-station owners. believe 
t h a t  it is practically impossible to compete with media conglomerates of this size for 
listeners, advertisers and even on-air talcnt. 

Coinp:iiiie, Ben jsmi~i  M. and Douglas Gomery, Who Owis  rlic Medin? Corrrpetition 
o i i d  Corrccirtr-n/ioii iri tlic Moss ililcdin, 3“’ edition, (Mnhwah, N.J.: Erlbaum, 2000). 

Tlic primary objective of this book is to update a series begun with the first edition of 
W/70 OM:~Y the M e d i n  i n  1979, and its update i n  1982. The authors chronicle the myriad 
changes i n  the media industry and the factors that contribute to those changes. In addition 
to examining how tcchnological forces arc reshaping thc incdia industry, they exaniinc 
llie characteristics of coinpctition in the incdia marketplace. 

The ob,jectivc of the original editions holds for this one as well: “to bring together as 
much rclcvant data as feasible on the nature and degree of competitions and ownership i n  
tlic mass media business.” Another ohjcclive, i n  line with the title, is to specifically 
identify tlic owners of media properties. This includes the corporatc owners and, to the 
limited extcnt possible, inany of thc largest individual and institutional owners of tile 
media corporations themselves. The book explores tlie extent of concentration in the 
incdia industries as the 20‘” century ended, and compares then-current levels with those 
of prcvious periods. 

In thc two concluding chapters, tlic authors differ with one another on the interpretation 
of the data. But as the authors notc, “such differences of analysis and interpretation 
definc thc very debates of media ownership.” Compaine sees that the merger of cable 
coinparlies should be positive for greater coinpctition in thc merging arena of telephony 
and data transinission. Goincry looks at tlie same events and expresses concern that 
AT&T’s dominatioii of the consolidation i n  the cable industiy. The authoi-s ultimately 
urge rcadcrs to draw their own conclusions on the issue of consolidatioii. 

Dc France Washington, Kadeshs, Feiicrnl C~~iiiiiiuiiicnliuiis Cninrrrission Minority 
Bronrlcrrs/ Ownership Policies. A Cririciil Rncc Tlieovy Aiinlysis uf Jirdicirrl 
Assiilrrptions in Court Deci,sioii.s: The Convergence of Rnce nnd LRHJ (University of 
Tennessee, 2001) 

111 her clissei%ition, Washington states that the current trend toward co~isolidatiol~ in t i le 
hroadcast industry has coincided with increased hostility toward and lack of support for 
minoIity ownei-ship. She argues that deregulatioii has left the decisions of service 
programming to economic forces that operate within the broadcast industry. Wit11 the 
I 11cl.easing relaxation of government regulations broadcasters have discretion ill how they 
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scrvc tlic public’s interest. FI-oni t l ie early 1990’s iintil tlie present, the FCC minority 
prcfcrenccs liave been challcnged and superceded by major court decisions and the 
dci.egulatory movement. Not surprisingly, the period since the Telecoininunicatioiis Act 
of 1996 has seen a dccline i n  minority owncrsliip and arguably in marketplace diversity. 

,rlatioii uscs critical racc thcory as a basis to probe legal and regulatory 
 rans sit ions i n  the a m  o f  minority owncrship and their implications for inarkctplace 
diversity a n d  p~tblic interest. Through the examination ofjudicial decisions itivolving 
iniiiority broadcast ownership, t h i s  dissertation analyzes the expressed or implied 
assuniptions of the judiciary i n  reaching tliose decisions; providcs a critical analysis of 
tliosc assumptions; disctisscs the implications and rcsults of thosc assumptions on 
minority broadcast ownership; and suggcsts approaches to promote diversity and 
minority ownership in a deregulated incdia environment. 

Rotli primary and secondary authorities werc integral to this research. First, there is a 
collectioii of United States district court, appellate couit, and Supreme Court cases in the 
arca of minority owncrship and minority ownership policies promoted by thc FCC. 
Sccond, ;miilysis of cases ~onsis tcd of rcvicwing majority and dissenting opinions. 

study coiitinued with delermiti i iig tlie _ j  utlicial rationale and ai-gu nients. 

Hamniond, Allen S., IV, “Measuring the Nexus: The Relationship Between Minority 
Ownership and  Broadcast Diversity After Metro Broadcasting.” Fcdcml 
Cotrrrtirrriic.nfior~s Law Jorrrrtnl Vol. 51, (May 1999). 

Siinilar to Washington’s disscrtation, Haniniond considers the impact of legal decisions 
on minority ownership. He begins Iiis analysis with Merro Broadca.~ting, Iiic. 1’. FCC, 
where the Court found a nexus between minority ownership and diversity of viewpoint. 
1-Iowever, the recent Lulhernii Chn/-cl?-Missou,i Sjinod 1’. FCC decision dismissed the 
govcriiinent’s argitnients that a iicxus exists bctwecn minority employnicnt in  broadcast 
stations and greater diversity in  broadcast programming, and that the government lias an 
intercst in  fostering sucli diversity. Given the challenge of the Liill?erni? Chr-ch opinioii 
and potentially significant changes in the regulation and operation of the broadcast 
inarkct, sole reliance on Metro Erondcas~i~ig’ ,~ lioldings may be i l l  advised and a new 
study docunicnting tlic continucd cxistence of thc nexus niay be wananted. 

[’I. . i~i i ig : majority a n d  dissenting opinions in the framework of critical racc theory, the 

3 .  What  has been the impact of new technology on minority media 
ownership? 

Lcvine-Ford, Marcelinn, “The Digital Dilemma: Ten Challeiiges Facing Minority- 
O~vnccl New Media Veiitures,” Fcdcr.cll Co~iirriurr~ca~~ons Law Jouriinl, vel. 51, NO. 3 
(May 1999), p. 577-608. 

Accordiiig to tlie author, niinority-owned companies competing in  print publishing, radio, 
broadcast telcvision, cable, and telecoiiiniitnications industries have had no shortage of 
chnllciiges, sctbacks, a n d  failures. Minority-owned companies are stn~ggling to stake a 



claim i i i  tlic new media fronticr. Some challenges thcy face are unique to the tinderlying 
tcchnology, unccrtninty, and international reach of the Web. There sliould be a sense of 
urgency with respect to minority participation on the Web. If the promise of broadband 
leads to ncw media outlets that are protitable and more dynamic than traditional media, 
Ilicn ininoritics cannot afford to bc lcft out. 

Thc purposc of tlie article is to identify a n d  discuss ten challenges affecting minority 
participation and ownership of for-profit new inedia outlets on the Web. While many of 
tlicsc challenges affect foi--profit new media conipanies regardless of ownership, mission, 
iinancing, targct m;irkct, or race, soiiie are unique to minority-owned companies and their 
largct audicnccs. Tlie ultiinatc goal here is to prcscnt a wide range of relevant issues and 
~~roblcnis  affecting minority ownci-ship of media outlets on the Wcb as a step toward 
stinitilating thotiglit and encouraging discussion of strategies to overcome these 
challcngcs. Tlic challenges include: The Bandwidth Bottleneck; Tlie Digital Divide; 
itlucation; Access to Capital; IIow to Make Money; Burn Rate; and 
Contcnt/Progi-aniining Mix. 

With regard to adcquate bandwidth, Ford-Livcne argues that today’s bandwidth 
constraints create one of the most important issues to be addressed in the area of 
teleconinitinications policy and regulation. This is the case particularly for the 
connectivity of underserved Americans. According to Ford-Levine, “the bandwidth 
bottleneck will have a serious impact in the battle to empower all Americans to 
participntc i n  the communications niarketplace.” 

With regard to the digital divide, the author notes that i n  the final analysis, the essence of 
technology out to bc service. Howcvcr, the rate at which inforniation technology is 
adoptctl by tlic masses is quite unpredictable. If a person’s education, salary, 
neighborhood, a n d  station iii life dictate whether or not he or she can utilize information 
tcchnology as a toll, then the visioii behind the proiiiisc of this tcchnology is inherently 
flawcd, iiiaintains Ford-Lcvinc. 
The author notes that the digital divide presents much cause for alarm. “In order to 
participate fiilly in this new mediuni,” she argues, “minorities must be a part of its 
developineiit from its inception. If they do not actively take part in this process as users, 
developci-s, nianufacturers, owners, or visionaries, they will have no impact on the 
cvolution of the Web as a iiiainstt-eani mcdia SOUI-ce.” 

“Challges, Challenges, and Charting New Courses: Minority Commercial Broadcast 
Ownership in the United States,” National Telecommunications And Informatiori 
Administration (NTIA), (December 2002). 

This NTIA Study devotes some discussion to new technologies and minority owiiersliip. 
As convcntional broadcast teclinologies converge with new media, broadcasters are 
cnnfronting tlie challenges of adapting to new technical standards and developing 
effective uscs for the new teclinologies to sciwe existing audiences and attract new 



;lutlience inenibei.~. I n  the midst of tlie clialleiiges, some minority owners have found 
oppni-timitics to chart ncw courscs for their enterpriscs and impact the broadcasting 
i tit1 LIS try. 

Thc y o w t n ~  co~is~iiiicr dcmiind for higli-speed high capacity networks to transmit large 
amounts of data inotivatcd soiiie broadcastcrs to organize the Broadcasters Digital 
Cooperative (BDC). Thc group is a coalition of stations that liave agreed to dedicate a 
portinn n1'tlieir digital televisioii spcctruni for higli-speed broadband data transmission. 
This group's intcnt is for tlie cffort to generate new revenue streams. Tlie expense of 
digital C ~ I ~ V C I - S ~ ~ I I  at a time of declining network compensation 113s increased the need for 
s~icli ncw rcvcnue sourccs. 

Many of MTDP's survcy respondents to this study indicated future plans to begin Internet 
radio bi-oadcasting if they have not already done so. Webcasting their on-air 
programming may reprcscnt a relatively low cost way for stations to reach broader 
audienccs without the expense of acquiring additional stations. The possibilities abound 
for new teclinologies to lead minority broadcast owners to new audiences and to greater 
competitive strength. Strategic station clustcring and public market capital offer 
possibilities for ininority owiicrs to consider.. However, even as NTIA urges minority 
ow~iei's tn explore them and chart new courses for their futures, NTIA recognizes that 
scrious challenges persist. 



EXHIBIT 2 



SURVEY OF RECENT LITERATURE ON 
MEDIA US& BY L O W  INCOME FAMILIES 

Dr. Karin L. Stanford, Pi-csident and Rescni-cli Consultant. Stanford and Associates 
Dr. Valeric C. Jolinson, Assistant Profcssor, Univcrsity of Illinois, Chicago 

A Sliooltl rnedia service to low income fanlilies he a necessary goal of ownership 
regula tion? 

I .  Is there ; in information gall i n  society? 

a . What  nnmher and range of media voices do low income 
families receive, compared with the public as a whole? 

I). 

C.  

Is therc a racial component to the information cap? 

Do low- income li~milies use media differently from the way 
other families iise media? 

“Piiving the Digital Highway, NECA 2001 Access Marke t  Survey,” N;itional 
Exchange Car r ie r  Association (NECA), 2001. 

Spnrsc rui-al popillations sprcad over widc areas assiitnc iiicrcascd costs associated with 
thc longcr clistanccs fi-om ciistoincr to tlic switch. Traiisinission devices that are esscntial 
?or quality voice' comiiiiinications over long distanccs severely l imi t  the usable bandwidth 
for data ti.aiismission Networks tha t  have histol-ically provided voice transmission must 
hc upgradctl to also ennhlc lhigli-speed advanced commitnications. 

Cooper, R Z a r l c  N., “Disconnectcd, Disadvantaged, and Disenfranchised: 
Explor:ttions in  tlic Digital Dividc,” Consnnier Federation of America, October 11, 
2000. 

This report documents the existence of the digital divide and demonstrates that i t  is not 
likely to disappear iii the foreseeable future. A direct coinparison of a broad range of 
cyberspace and physical space activities for coiniiicrcc, information gatliering, education, 
civic discourse and political participation, shows that thc disconnected are, in fact, 
disadvantaged and disenfranchised. 

The tieprivation is not only relative, i t  may be absolute. Those not online may be cut off 
fro111 important activities. Businesses may effectuate market segmentation by restricting 
activities to cyberspace, to scrceii out less attractive customers. For example, “iastead of 
R O O  numbcrs, advci-tiscrs may give wcbsites for further infomiation; jobs inay be listed 
on wehsites, hu t  not advcrtised in physical space.” 

According to the report, thc,fid/y com7eclcd constitute 36% of the population with an 
intciiict service 171-ovider or high speed liitemet access at  home; the pariic~lb co,lr~rcieci 



coiislitutc 17% with basic Intcrnet or e-mail secvice at home; the poieriiially comecled 
constitute 21% who have i o  Internet servicc, but do own a computer at home or have a 
cellular phone. The d i , ~ c o ~ ~ / ~ e c i e d  constitute 26% who do not have any Internet services 
and do 1101 have a comptitcr or a cell phone. 

Thc study shows sharp diffcrences iii demographics across groups. Lower income 
persons, elderly and niinoi-ities are niore likely to be among the disconnected. 

The author argues that the digital divide is an important policy issue because the Internet 
has already become a significant nieans of coiniiiunications and coinniei-ce i n  society. 
ITouscholds with acccss tisc i t  for important pcrsonal, cultural and civic activities while 
those without access are at a disadvantage in conducting similar daily activities. Tlicy 
cannot shop as effectively or conveniently, are not offered attractive pricing plans, and 
cannot gatliei- iiifonnation or contact public officials and other people as effectively. 
They beconic lcss cffectivc consumers and citizens relative to their fellow constiniers 
who have access. 

Tlic study i-cports diffci~cn~ials bctwccn thosc who were disconnected, potentially 
connectcd,  partially connccted and fully connected in: basic computer skills, personal 
productivity, coinmcrcial activity, inforination gathcring, interacting with government, 
civic discourse, and political exlircssion. 

The IcvcI of connectediiess l i i is  iiiiplications on other media use, i.e., twenty-nine pcrccnt 
of tlic clisconncctcd do not  havc a long distancc tclcphone service and thirty-eight percent 
do not have a niultichanncl video service (cable or satellite), compared to eleven percent 
and thirteen pcrccnt of the fully connected respcctively. 

Income is lowest in the disconnected group ($25,500), and highest in the f i~ l l y  connected 
group ($45,200). Those who arc fully and partially connected are inucli more likely to 
liavc at least a collcge degrcc and be employed i n  managerial or profcssional occupations. 
The fully and partially connected arc less likely to be black. Disconnected households 
arc older and tend to be smaller. 

The stiidy concludes tha t  tlic digital divide i s  not the result of a failure ofthose without 
access to apprcciatc the iiiipoi-tance of technology, ratlicr i t  results from a maldistribution 
of ski1 Is and oppoi-ttinities. 

Colliiis, Erik L. and Lyiiii M. Zocli, “Targeting the Young, tlie Poor, the Less 
Educateti: Thinking Beyond Traditional Media,” Public Rclntinirs Reviciv, Summcr  
2001, Vol. 27 lssue 2, p. 197. 

1 his ai.ticlc focuses 011 ways to coinniunicate pro-social nicssages to often overlooked 
and tindei~sei.ved societal subgroups. Specifically, tlie research focuses on methods of 
disscminating inforination to low-income persons lacking reading skills or high school 
education to encourage them to ciiroll i n  classes provided by a state’s adult education 
programs. 

.. 
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The res~ilts of the mearch  suggest that ti-aditiollal mass media may not be the ]nost 
appropriate or efficient information cliaiiiiels for public relations and other 
comniunicators wishing to convey siicli pro-social mcssages to similar audiences, Tf 
inass media are employed, i t  may be iieccssary to rethink both the content and the 
intcndcd rcccivcrs of such tiiessagcs. 

Arntstroiig, Annie Lauiie, Catlierine Lord, and  Judith Zelter, “liifoimatiolt Needs 
of  Low-Income Residents i n  Soiitli King County,’’ Public Lilwouies, Vol. 39 No. 6 
(NoviDcc. 2002) p. 330-5. 

I n  1099 the King County Libraiy System studied information needs of low-income 
rcsidcnt-no1 neccssarily library u w - a n d  thc sourccs they turned to for information 
While Iihrarics were inot ranlccd high as soiirces of information, residents responding to 
thc survey indicated a relatively high use oflibraries. 

The study identified information needs i n  four categories that stand out above all others: 
carccr scai-ch; job ndvancenieiit; culturally approprintc aiid translated materials; and  
Intcmct skills. Research rcvcalcd that low-income resident do not consider librarics 
aniong their inajor sources of infomiation. Residents were far iiiore likely to turn to 
family and friends for information (92%) than any other soui-ce, with staff at provider 
agencies cited second most often (52%), and community newsletters cited third (29%). 

and phone books (2%) as their s o w x s  of information. 

Bowscr, Brandi, “Getting nit the Information Country Road,” Am!ricoii cifjf ond 
Couufy, Vol. 113 (Mar. 1998) p. 44-6 

When Congress passed the Telecoiiimunications Act of 1996, it assumed the Act would 
nfrcct all rural coiiimiinities as \vcII as schools, libraries and hospitals i n  the very near 
fiiturc. Ilowcvcr. whilc tlic Act specifically inandatcd that telecotiitnunications sewice 
providers fiiriiisli al l  school across the United States with affordable Internet access, i t  did 
not inaltc the same provision for local governnnents. This is not a problem for higli- 
income, urban areas, hut low-income, high cost rural areas find themselves being 
byl~asscd on the information superhighway because of a lack of funds. 

Cotnpctilion aniong service piovidcrs was cxpcctcd to offer niore clioiccs than cver 
befoi-e to rucal communities, thcrcby cventually providing more affordable 
telecommunications service to cvcryone in the United States. I-lowever, conipetition is 
now expected to be less iiiteiise iii rural areas than  was originally thought because service 
pi-oviders are unlikely to invest in  wiring rural coininunities unless they are assured of a 
ccr-tail? nuiiiber of customca over a designated tirnc. 

Today, i.tira1 areas argue that the definitioii of universal service needs to be extended to 
include Internet access and other inachine-to-machine services, siicli as high speed fax 
lilies, at affordable costs. Although those services are routinely available in lnost cities, 

p,: ni ticipants ’ also cited newspapers (7’%), school secretaries and school counselors (5%), 
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rtii-ill coniiiitiiiitics havc traditionally hcen fa r  less likely to have access to advanced 
tclccomniuiiications technology. 

N~itinnal ‘Tclecommunic;itioi~s and Information Administration (NTIA). “Falling 
tliroiigli tlie Net: Toward Digital Inclusion.” A report on tlie telecnmmrinications 
: i i i d  inforination technology gap in America. Washington, D.C. (2000) Available: 
1 1  ttp:~v~~~~~.ntia.doc.gov/iitialio1i1c/fft1199/co11tents.l1tml. 

Tlic fbui-tl i  i n  a scries ot‘rcports published by NTIA, th is  study reports t h a t  the divide 
b e t ~ \ ~ c i i  tliose with access to telephones, computers, a n d  the Internet still exists and i n  
many CRSCS, i s  achlally widcniiig over tiinc. Altliougli ovcrall access to infoilnation and 
coininnnicatioii tcchnologics is increasing at a rapid rate, particular kinds of houscliolds 
are Saining access while others are not. Low-incomc pcrsons and minorities, partictilarly 
wlicn they reside in the inner city, are among the groups that are being left behind. 

Goslee, Susan, “Losing Ground Bit by Bit: Low-Income Comrniinities i n  the 
Iiifni~~natioii Age,” The Bentnn Foundation, (1998). 

This report, tlie latest in tlic Bcnton Foundation’s “Wliat’s Going On” series exploring 
public i n l e i a t  issties in  tlic Information Age, examines tlie technology gap i n  low-income 
conimunities, assesses what hai-rims are slowing the spread of new technologies to the 
t~ntlc~-scuvcd, mid describes some of thc most  promising efforts to produce more equitable 
dislri bul  ioii. 

According to thc study, the design of the cominunications system through which we will 
talk to one anothcr, learn from one another, and participate in  political and economic life 
togethei- is too important to be left to the free market alone. Public interests 
advocates-including representatives of the poor-must play an active role in both the 
policy arciia and the niai-lcctplace to cnsiirc that tlie cnierging networks m e t  the basic 
ccononiic, social, political, and cultural needs of cvciyone, rcgardlcss of thcir ability to 
pay or wlicrc they live. 

The aiticle argtics that the debate over universal service is far from over. The Federal 
Commtinications Commission (FCC) must periodically review what coinniunications 
services should be covered by universal scrvice policies. The author fiirtlier argties that 
public officials liavcn’t bccn willing to go as far a s  necded or recommended in their 
cfforts to close tlic tcchnology gap. 

2 .  What are tlie social consequences of the information rap? 

Sunsteiii, C a s ,  Re~)nh/ic.cor~r, (Priiiceto~i: Priitceton University Press, 2001). 

This book cxamiiies tlic di.awbacks of“egocentric lnternet use, while showing l ~ o w  to 
apliroacii tlic Internet as responsible citizcns, not just concerned consumers.” According 
to ihc author, democracy depends oil shared expcrieiices and requires citizens to he 
exposed to topics and ideas that they would not have chosen i n  advance. Unplanned, 
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tiiiaiiticipateci ~ I ~ C O I I I I ~ C I ’ S  are central to democracy itself. Such encounters often involve 
topics a n d  points of view that people have not been exposed to. 

lii cvaluating the consequences of new communications technologics for democracy and 
fice spccch, Sunstein argues that tlie question is not whether to regulate tlie Net, and 
undcrscorcs the cnonnotis potential to promote freedoiii as well as it potential to proniotc 
“cybcrcascadcs” of likc minded opinions that foster and enflariie hate groups. Sunstein 
urges the reader to ask scveral questions: How will the increasing power of private 
control affcct democracy? How will tlic Internet, the new forms of television, and the 
cxplosion of communications options alter the capacity of citizens to govern themselves? 
What iii’c thc social preconditions for a well functioning systcin of democratic 
dclibci.a~ion, or for individual fi-ccdom itself, 

The I)oolc reminds L I S  t ha t  t l ic framers of tlie Constitution suppoitcd the potential use of 
diversity for democratic debate. Instcad of an obstacle, heterogeneity was viewed as  a 
ci.catiw lhi.ce t h a t  inipi.oved deliberation and produced better outcomes. 

Thc hook establishes two broad roles of citizensliip as i t  relates to coniinunication nceds 
emphasizing tlie nectl for citizens to enter the debate as speakers as well as listeners: on 
thc speakers’ sidc, tlie public foium doctrine creates a right of genera1 access to 
h c u q p i e o u s  citizcns; on the listcncrs’ side, the public forum creatcs an opportunity for 
sliai.cd expnsurc to diverse spcakers with diverse views and coinplaints (p. 3 I ) .  
According to Sunstein, ‘ ‘ I f  people arc dcprivcd of access to competing vicws on public 
issues, and if as a result tlicy lack a tastc for those views, they lack freedom, whatever the 
naturc of their preferenccs and choices (p.108).” The book ends by suggesting a range of 
potential reforins to cor[-ect misconceptions and to improve deliberative democracy. 

Chester, Jcfi, “Strict Scrutiuy: Why Journalists Should be Concerned about New 
Fcder;il and Iudustry Media Deregulation Proposals,” PrrsdPolitics, Vnl. 7 No. 2, 
1). 105-1 15, 2002. 

This articlc a i -pes  tha t  tlic likely loss of public interests protections resulting from 
dcrcgulatory ;icLions by tlie current Federal Communications Commission (FCC) will 

1 pi-ofouncl el‘fect, not only on tlie public’s ~ L X C S S  to a wide range of antagonistic 
voices i n  ~ l i c  traditional niedia, but  also on the evolution of the Intcrnct, which is already 
rcflccting many of the ownership consolidation patterns of the inass iucdia. According to 
t l ic author, the FCC has thus failed to cxainine tlie impact of i t s  niedia policies on 
journalisni in genet-al a n d  civic discourse in particular, a failure that i s  unlikely to be 
covered by the mainstream press itself, beholdeii as that institution has become to its 
corporate owiicrs. 

Tlic iirticle ~ni;~intiii~~s that it is now time to have a much-nccded public inquiry into how 
Llic inedia i s  structured and how the public is served. I f  the nation is to continue the 
buildi~ig o f a  civil society in  tlie digital age, i t  will have to address and confi-ont tlie 
contentious rclntionships betwceii corporate autonomy and power, joumalis~n, and tlie 
Ipuhlic’s right to he informed, to be heard and  to speak. 



Altliough tlie author suggests that journalists sliould be concerned about recent trends, hc 
states h i t  “perhaps the idea that joitrnalists can cover this witlimit recriniination is 
itiipossible.” As noted, “with rilre exceptions (most notably a single Niyhrlirie covering 
tlie 1996 act), televisioii has failed to cover the lobbying role that its industry-and 
corporatc ~)~irciits-playcti in shaping that ;tnd other media-related policies.” 

Just, Marion, Rosalind Leviiie, and Kathleen Regan, “News for Sale: Half of 
St;i tions l lcpoi~t Sponsor Pressure oil  N e w  Decisions,” Coluriihirr Juirrncrli.wi Review, 
Vol. 4 No. 4 siipp (NovJDcc. Z O O I ) ,  p. 2-3. 

This xticlc cxaruines the influcnce of peoplc who buy ads on local TV news. 111 a sui-vcy 
of I 18 news dircctors around the country between Julie and August 2001, inore that1 half, 
53 percent, reported that advertisers pressure them to kills negative stories or run positive 
OIlCS.  

News directors also reported their TV consultants (outside companies hired by stations to 
critique newscasts and improvc ratings) issuing blanket edicts about wliat to cover and 
wliat not to covcr i n  ordci- to attract the most advertising dollars. 

Together, t l ie findings and comments raise questions about tliejouriialistic independence 
of local television news. Breaking down tlie sponsor suggestions, 47 percent of news 
directors said sponsors tried to get tliem to provide favorable coverage. And I 8  percent 
of news dircctors say sponsors try to prevent them froni covering stories, a pi-oblein tha t  
is inore acutc in sinaller markcts. When i t  comes to advertisers trying to coinpcl stories 
about tlicirisclves, 16 percent of stations said that they had been aslted to cover sponsor 
cvcnts. Anothcr 8 percent covered events tliat were partnerships between the station and 
the advei,tisei~s; I2 percent said the sales or advertising staff requested positive coverage 
of sponsors. 

A half-tlozcn ncws directors singled out local car dealerships and nnto manufacturers as 
the rocus of sqtiaslied stories. Ncws directors also mentioned health investigations at 
local restaurants as vulnerable. At two stations, for example, stories were killed when 
they rcflcctcd p o i - l y  on restaurant sponsors. 

B. How have FCC structural regulation and new technology affected the 
inforination gap? 

Shiver, Julie, Jr., “Pressure Mounts for FCC to Rewrite Television Ownership 
Guidelines,” The Los Arigclcs Tirrres, April 19, 2001, Part C; Page 1; and Deggans, 
Eric, “A TV Critic’s Fear Factor,” The Sf. Petcrsbrrrg Times, December 16, 2002, Pg. 
1 D. 

According to BIA Financial, a Chantilly, Virginia research firni, thc number of television 
station owners had droppcd by half between 1999 and 1995 because of deregulatory 
changes Congress approved in the Teleco~n~nunications Act of 1996. Just 370 entities 
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owned one or iiiorc of tlic nation’s I .348 coiiimercial television stations a t  the end of 
1999, down from 749 stations owners in  1995. 

A co~iiiiioii assumption of media concentlation is that i t  decreases the amount of news 
and information that people have and narrows tlnc range of debate. Examples of what lias 
alrcady occurred when rules havc bceii rclaxed include: 

111 1999, rule changes permitted WTLV-TV owner Gannett Corp. to purchase competitor 
WJXX-TV in Jacksonville. Gannett so011 merged the two stations’ news operations, 
ci-cating First Coast News, siniulcast on both outlets--reducing the city’s news voices. 
According to Elccti-onic Mcdia inagaziiic, Gannett’ competitor, Clear Channel, also owns 
two TV stations, I I i.adio stations and an outdoor billboard company in tlie mirket. 

Wlicn hi-mer BET owner Bob Johnson sold liis cable channel to Viacoin, reporters were 
told that the corporation would use its resources to help improve the channel’s content, 
particularly i n  news programming. Instead, Viacoin moved to eliminate three important 
public ;iffairs progi-anis from tlic BET cable cliannel, seriously reducing the outlct’s voicc 
on social a n d  political issues ((be Sunday morning issiics show LendS/oiy and the niglitly 
iiitcrvjcw pi-ogram BET Toiiiglzi a t  the end of the year-along with tlie youth oricnted 
pr’og ra m 7 i c i i  Si.//i/ mil). 

I .  What has heell tlic impact of media consolidatinn an the number  and 
r a n g e  of media voices available to low income families? 

“ D e m o c r a t i c  Discourse iii the Digital Information Age: Legal Principles and 
Economic Challenges a t  the Millennium,” Consumers Union and Consumer 
Fcdcration o f  America, Janriary 2003. 
nvail:ible a t  11 tt~://www.constimersunion.or~/telecom/0102mediaenec.litin. 

The articlc argucs that coiisolidation of ownership of news outlets-horizontal mergers 
(acquisitions involving similar types of media) and vertical integration (consolidation of 
the cntire distribution chain)-poses a significant threat to democratic discourse. 
According to the 1-eport, narrowing the range of communications available in the inass 
media can intlucnce the outcome of individual elections aod tlie electoral process. It can 
also dccply affcct tlie prospects for democracy by polarizing socicty and isolating 
niinoi-ity points of vicw. 

Tlic icport argues that a mountain of evidence fiom academic and trade literature 
suppo~.ts an i~~idei~standing of the mass niedia and democratic discourse. Further, it 
maintains tha t  diversity of institution;il forms is critical to pi-ornoting healthy antagonism 
bctwccii inctiia outlets. With regard to the multiplicity of media SO~II’CCS, the report states 
that tclcvision, radio, ncwspapers, and thc Intcrnet serve different purposes for the public. 
TIicrc is little substitutability between thc media for viewers or for advertisers. 

The study notes the alrcady dramatic loss of ownership diversity among TV and 
~ ~ c ~ v s p i ~ p e r  owners in  the last 25 years. Between 1975 and 2000, the number of TV 
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stations owners has declined fioiii 540 to 360, while the number of TV newsrooms lias 
hccn reduced by almost IS  percent. Thc overwlielniiiig majority of local TV markets arc 
tight oligopolics (fewer tlian six equal sized t h i s )  or duopolies (two, relatively equal- 
sized, firins that dominate thc market). There has been a n  increase i n  the number of cable 
chaniicls, according to the authors, but almost thi-cc-quarters arc now owiicd by only six 
corporate ciitities, four o f  which also own major netwoi-ks over the air. 
Whilc there is more variety in progrannning, there is not necessarily inore diversity, 
Unlike TV, whcrc there has been a n  increase in  outlets, the study notes tha t  there has 
bccn a 20 Ipercent decrcase in the number a n d  circulation of newspapers. The decrease in 
tlic nuinher ofowiicrs of daily newspapcrs is even more dramatic, from over 860 i n  1975 
to fcwcr th;in 300 today. Combining Iiewspaper and tclcvision ownership. thc number of 
i n c l c ~ ~ c ~ i c l c ~ ~ I  voices l i as  bcen cut by iiiot-c t h a n  half sincc thc mid-I970s, froin about 1500 
to just ovei- 600. 

With i.egwd to cross-ownership, the repoit argues that systematic studies of the position 
talten by cross-owned newspapers on issues that directly affect their economic interests 
show that thcy do iiot report the issues in  a balauced fashion. This includes national 
policy issues, like the Tclecoininuiiicatiotis Act of 1996, and local issues, such as stadium 
bond proposals. Cross-owned papers also engage in biased coverage of television or 
forego analysis of television altogcthcr. Thc report adamantly opposes further media 
consolidation. 

2. What has been the impact of new technoloev (Dieital/Broadband) on 
the number and range of media voices availahlc to low iiiconie 
families? 

“Paving the Digital Higliway, NECA 2001 Access M a r k e t  Survey,” National 
Exclinngc C;irrier Association (NECA), 2001. 

Broadhand nctworks arc hcing deployed i n  rural serving areas in 45 states, with inore 
than half the companies offering advanced communications services such as Digital 
Subscriber Line (DSL). 111 1999 only 14% oflocal telcos had deployed broadband to 
sniiic cxtcnt withiii their service territory. 

Thc study cstiiuatcs cost for completing broadband deployment at $10.9 billion. Thc 
study concludes that without supporting programs, high speed Internet connections arc 
not economical i n  many rural telephone company tenitories because their serving areas 
are located a great distance fonn the IBP. According to the study, “high-speed Internet 
scrvice may not be sustainable in many rural areas.” 
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EXHIBIT 3 



SYRACUSE UMVERSlTY 
s.1. I\’EWOUSE SCHOOL OF h 0 L l C  cOMMm\lCATlONS 

Statement of Huberl Brown 

I. Hubert Brown. respectfully stale as follows: 

i am an Assistant Professor of Broadcast Journalism at the S.I. Newhouse School of 
pu&c Communications. Syracuse University. I have been the teaching chair of the radio- 
television divlsion of the Association for Educatlon in Journalism and Mass Communications 
sincc August. 2002. In addition to leaching. I am a freelance producar and writer, and I serve as 
on-air talent for  local radio and television stations. Reaontly, I produced a 30-minule television 
documentary on (he role of African-Amerlcan owned radio stations in lhelr Communities and the 
threab to their future. I ofler these observetion5 based on my scholarship and my experience in 
the industry. 

society; their ideas. opinions, concepts and any lhing else that defines the people in the 
community. As long as we have lhis principle. it is the primary responsibility of government to 
ensure that everyone is involved at all levels In the media industly. As such, minority media 
ownership should certainly be a goal of structural ownership regulation. Any deviation from this 
concept would be inconsistont with the moral objectives and commands of the Communioations 
Act. 

The concept ofthe public airwaves is  an idea that signifies inclusion of all of the people in 

Competition in the markelplace is impoftant not just fmm an economic standpoint, but 
also because it allow5 ideas Io be expressed in the marketplace. Minoiity media ownerahip 
promotes more cornpetidion because it provides a voice in the wmrnunily that too oflen gets 
ignored. A media Induslry lhat excludes minorities as owners would be far less responsive to the 
needs of the wmmunity than an industry thal includes minorities. As we see majotity ormod 
companies becoming much larger. we are less likely to see certain viewpoints represented in the 
industry. We have loa many minority owners under the wave of consolidstion. Consequently, 
minority viewpoints are under-represented in the industry. Thal under-representation is 
particularly severe relative lo the growing level of cultural and ethnic diversity in our society. 

efforts Of large owners to present minority viewpoints lend to be inconsistent. If a company 
perceives that transmining minority viewpoints would yield an economic WneW R will present 
these viewpoints: othenvise thesa voices get shut out. 

journalist. 1 have found that lislenes exhibit less loyalty lo a radio slation when their viewpoints 
QE under-represented or not represented at all in the station’s broadcasts. This results in a 
system that is less efficient and le= responsive to the needs of the enlire COmmUnW. 

The media industries operate much more efficiently when minorities ere included. The 

Further. inclusion of minorities in ownenhlp promotes efficiency. in work as a 
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Minorily media ownership definitely promotes divemily in the sense lhat an inclusive 
industly serves the needs of the community better and provides a wider refledion ofthe 
vieuqoinls of the community. 

Media consolidation has had negative consequences for compelilion. efficiency and 
diversity. Although radio is among the few media industries that is well suiled for small owner- 
aperalor5, many minority owned companies have had to sell their Mations because they simply 
could not compete effectively with much larger companies. A very mall handful of medium slzed 
minority owners may have adlusted lo consolidation. bul small minority ownem have suffered 
tremendously. There is now a disincentive in the industry for individual owners to remain in (he 
marketplace because they will never be able to grow large enough to hold lhelr own against very 
large bwners. Even medium sized minority owners afe becoming takeover largats a1 lhe 
understendable insistence of their investofs. As a result. we will have far fewer voices 
represented in the media. Io the detriment of the enlire society. 

IhG industry. Market incenlives should be developed to spur dlversily In media ownership 
because the industry is already at risk of becdmlng irreversibly dominated by very large 
companies. Voluntary efforts can be helpful, but clearly the Commisslon cannot rely primarily on 
these effom, which oflen run aeainsl the economic imperatlves in cdnsalidetors’ business plans. 
Developing minority ownership initiatives should be among the Commission‘s top priohties this 
year. 

The Commission should take action l o  offset Ihe adverse impad of further deregula%on in 
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EXHIBIT 4 



I. Jannetli: L .  Dates. iespecllully stale as follows. 

I ani tllc Dean of the Howard University School of Coinmunications. My research 
inlerests include the hislory oird prospects for iniiioi~ity participation in medi? ownership and 
r ir iployrne t i l .  

Divcrsc programming. serving an increasingly diversc socrely. can best be reflected in 
programminq and enlerlainmenl Ihrough a diversity of ownership sources and of owners' own 
cuIIural and experierilial backyrotinds~ The research literature eslablishes Ihal when minorities 
arc: in ownership posilions. they are more effcclivc lhan mas1 nonminorily owners al embracing 
ISSIJCS of concern lo lheir commuriilies Minority media ownership allows lhe consumer to hove 

in programmirig and entertalnmenl ensuring lhal consumers will receive a inore 
Iionesl assessirienl of who we are as a mulli-cullural, rnultl-elhnic sociely. 

T h e  media industry Is more effective and compelilive when lhere are more lhan a 
handful of large cornparlies lhat sel llie public issue agenda. When only a few conipaiiics 
dominate ihn Industry, what results is a squeezing out of voices thal makc up the remainder of 
the cominunity. 

OIJI society is much more rnolti-cultural lhari Ihe industry seems lo realize When a wide 
variety of vnices is not heard, niisunderslandings arid anger arise among lhose whose voices 
are excluded When certain seginenls of society arc invisible or stereotyped in Ihe media. 
discrimination againsl them lends to be regarded as socially acceptable. The cure is a media 
ownership structure lhat provides minorilies with oppollunilies io  share their ideas, their 
Iiislories, and thcir cullure wilt1 olhers. 

Minoritics were excluded from Ihe ownership process Irom Ihe 1920s through Ihe 1970s. 
when licerises were tielng alloied. Throughoul lhis lime period, and subsequently. majority 
nwnsrs were able lo sell their companies lo olher majority owners, and thus there has been a 
long lradilion and hislory of excluding tninorities from ownership opporlunities. 

Although we cannot undo the pasl. we certainly must make a much more conceded 
effoit to avoid repealing our past mistakes. Consequcntly, the Commission should implement 
programs tho1 will ensure lhat  groups That have been excluded from ownership will have 
genuine choices and oppoiluiiilies for ownership loday and in Ilie fu lu re  
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EXHIBIT 5 



Declaration of C. Ann Hollifield 

I, C. Ann Hollifield, respectfully state as follows: 

I am an Associate Professor and Coordinator of the Michael J. 
Faherty Broadcast Management Laboratory in the Department of 
Telecommunications. Henry W. Grady College of Journalism & Mass 
Communication, University of Georgia. I have also enjoyed a 
career as a television journalist, public affairs producer and 
newsmagazine producer. Among my primary research interests are 
media diversity and the effects of ownership on media content. I 
offer these observations based upon my professional experience and 
scholarship. 

The public interest is best served by having diversity in 
media ownership structures. Minority ownership is very critical 
in a society that is increasingly diverse; therefore, minority 
media ownership is a very important and necessary goal of media 
ownership regulation. 

The idea of minority ownership promoting competition depends 
on how competition is defined. If it is defined as product 
differentiation, minority ownership could promote competition 
because it yields a wider range of owners, voices and viewpoints. 
A wider range of viewpoints offers more choices to consumers in 
terms of the style, content, and sources used in both news and 
entertainment programming. My research on the effects of 
ownership on content shows that ownership does have an impact on 
content, particularly when issues of critical importance arise. 
Ownership diversity is, therefore, related to the diversity of the 
content that reaches the public. Competition among owners 
enhances diversity. 

Based on my experience as a journalist and television 
producer and reporter, I know that media products are people 
driven, in the sense that the quality of the product that the 
consumer receives is a direct reflection of the knowledge, 
expertise, and talent of the individuals who created the product. 
Thus, the more diverse the pool of people putting together the 
product, the higher the quality and the greater the diversity of 
content of the product. In that regard, minority media ownership 
promotes diversity. 

My work in the area of media economics shows that economic 
conditions make it extremely difficult for small owners and 
minorities to obtain significant capital resources to finance a 
media outlet. Even if a mom & pop owner can buy into the market, 
it will be difficult for such an owner to survive in the 
marketplace. For example, small owners may be unable t o  Offer 
bundled services or offer price discounts to advertisers. 
However, the public interest in the media is not served solely by 
maximizing the economic efficiency of media companies. Were it 
so, then media would be no different from any other industry and, 
therefore, would be no more deserving of special constitutional 
protection than automobile dealers or grocery stores. The public 
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interest in media is served by creating high-quality programs that 
are relevant to the civic, social and economic well-being of the 
specific audience that the media outlet serves. Inherent in that 
role is the i d e a  that there will he competition among diverse 
j~deas and viewpoints in the information marketplace so that 
citizens may select f o r  themselves the content, ideas and 
viewpoints most valuable to them. 
this purpose alone, that media were granted special protection by 
the Founders of our nation. 
diversity of ownership is an important factor in providing and 
preserving diversity of content and viewpoint. 

Minorities have made great economic strides over the past 20- 
30 years in overcoming discrimination in broadcasting. However, 
when we look at radio and television ownership, a significant 
anwunt of diversity has been lost in the recent past, and thus the 
overall number of minorities Owners has declined. Given the 
econmic structure of the industry today, the likelihood of a 
significant increase in minority media ownership is very slight 
absent FCC intervention. The increasing levels of consolidation 
have made it difficult for  minorities to break into the industry 
and survive. The logical remedial step would be the 
implementation of significant policies designed to sustain the 
econmic viability of minority Owned companies. 

' ,  

It was for this purpose, and 

And my research suggests that 
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EXHIBIT 6 



Declaralion of Philip M. Napoli 

I, Philip Napoli, rcspectfully state as follows: 

I am an Assistant Professor of Communications and Media Management at the 
Gradtrate School of Business, Fordham University. My research interests include 
diversity, localism and minority media. 

Minority ownership should be a necessary goal of structural regulation of the 
media industries. Recent research on minority media ownership has found a significant 
relationship between ownership and content. Thus, there is strong evidence to support 
the proposition that minority media ownership promotes diversity. Research suggests 
that minority owners are more likely to present content that is targeted to minority 
interests and concerns. If minorities are excluded from ownership of media outlets, 
these viewpoints are less likely to be represented. 

To the extent that ownership caps are further relaxed, we would probably see a 
further decline in minority owners, as well as a decline in independent and small group 
owners. In addition, there will be fewer available broadcasl stations for minorities 10 
purchase, thus pushing minority owners into other media outlets such as the Internet, 
where they will likely reach a smaller audience. 

Minorjty content providers face fewer barriers to entry in the Internet and other 
new media. There is a common presumption that the availability of a variety of new 
media undermines the need for structural regulation in ttadilional media. However, it is 
importan1 to recognize that these new media often do not serve as an effective 
substitute for traditional, mass audience media for content providers, audiences, or 
advertisers. 

The Commission should work to offset any adverse impact that further structural 
ownership dcragulation may have on minority media ownership and the availability of 
content addressing minority inlerests and concerns. Voluntary efforts within the industry 
to protect and expand minority participation in media ownership and the availability of 
content directed at minority inlerests may not be sufficient. 

In conclusion, il is incumbent upon the FCC to maintain a commitment to 
promoting minority modia ownership and the availability of content addressing minority 
interests and concerns Such a commitment is central to the Commission’s duty to 
serve t he  public interest. 
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